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A 

LETTER 

T  O 

Dr.  WA  T  ERL  A  NR 

SIR, 

IH  AV  E  lately  read  a  Piece  of  yours,  cal¬ 
led,  Scripture  Vindicated ,  in  anfwer  to  a 
Book ,  intituled ,  Chrijlianity  as  old  as  the 
Creation.  1  fat  down  to  it,  I  confefs,  with 
lorne  kind  of  eagernefs  ;  expecting  from  the 
great  reputation  of  your  name,  as  well  as  the 
great  importance  of  the  fubjed,  to  find  in  it 
fomething  folid  and  convincing,  anfwerable 
to  the  difficulty  of  the  taffi  you  had  under¬ 
taken,  of  reconciling  all  the  exceptionable  paf- 
fages  of  Scripture  to  reafon  and  morality. 

But  I  had  not  entered  far,  before  I  per¬ 
ceived  the  vanity  of  my  expedition,  and  fore- 
faw  the  difappointment  I  was  like  to  fuffer  in 
my  hopes  of  entertainment  and  fadsfadion 
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from  a  work,  which  partly  from  its  own  na¬ 
ture,  but  efpecially  from  your  method  of 
handling  it,  feems  calculated  rather  to  raife 
new  fcruples ,  than  to  quiet  old  ones-,  and  to 
expofe  the  Scripture  you  are  vindicating  to  frefh 
ridicule  and  contempt,  than  to  convince  either 
the  Author  you  have  to  deal  with,  or  any 
others  of  fceptical  and  unfettled  minds :  the 
reafons  of  which  opinion  I  {hall  without  fur¬ 
ther  preface  or  ceremony  proceed  to  explain 
to  you  very  freely. 

Your  Introduction  begins  by  opening  to  us 
the  defign  of  the  Author  you  are  confuting  ; 
telling  us,  that  his  book  is  a  declamatory  libel 
againjl  revealed  Religion ,  under  colour  of  fet - 
ting  up  natural  Religion  in  its  place  that  he 
difcovers  in  it  two  principal  ends ;  the  one,  to 
vilify  the  holy  Scripture  the  other ,  to  magnify 
the  law  of  Nature :  In  the  firft,  you  own  he 
deals  frankly  and  from  his  heart  >  in  the  latter, 
you  charge  him  with  hypocrify  and  diffimu- 
lation  ;  affuring  us,  that  all  he  fays  is  but flam , 
and  that  in  reality  he  is  no  more  a  friend  to 
Natural  Religion  than  he  is  to  Revealed . 

This  you  fupport  by  declaring  that  Natu¬ 
ral  Religion  is  Jo  bound  up  in  Revealed ,  that 
they  cannot  fubflft  feparately  ;  mufl  ) land  or  fall 
together ;  and  conlequently,  if  he  had  been  a 
friend  to  one ,  it  is  not  conceivable  bow  he  could 
be  an  adverfary  to  the  other , 
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But  this,  Sir,  I’m  afraid  will  make  but 
little  impreffion  on  your  adverfary ;  will  pafs 
with  him  for  meer  begging  the  quejlion ;  meer 
words  without  weight  or  confequence  5  or 
what’s  ftill  worfe,  will,  when  examined,  be 
found  to  be  falfe :  for  had  not  Natural  Reli¬ 
gion  a  fubfiftence  before  Chrifti unity  was  ever 
known  to  the  world  ?  and  did  not  many  by 
its  foie  influence  attain  to  fuch  an  exalted  de¬ 
gree  of  virtue,  as  few  or  none  have  ever 
Since  arrived  at?  and  at  this  very  day  in  Ma¬ 
hometan  and  Idolatrous  Nations ,  where  Chrifli- 
anity  has  no  influence,  is  it  not  neceflary  to 
imagine,  that  there  are  many,  who  by  the 
meer  light  of  Reafon  fee  thro’  the  cheat  of 
the  popular  Religion, ,  and  by  its  help  form  to 
themfelves  fome  other  more  rational  rule  of 
life  and  manners ;  and  laftly,  in  our  own  as 
well  as  other  Chrifian  countries,  however 
inconceivable  it  may  be  to  you,  yet  all  who 
kn^w  any  thing  of  the  world,  will  eafily  con¬ 
ceive ,  and  a&ually  find  it  a  very  common 
cafe,  to  meet  with  men  who  with  little  or 
no  regard  for  Revealed  Religion ,  yet  exprefs 
both  by  words  and  adions  a  great  reverence 
for  Natural ;  of  which  number  your  Author , 
for  any  thing  I  know,  or  you  have  faid  to  the 
contrary,  may  pofiibly  be  one:  for  fince  in 
every  part  of  his  work  he  profefles  a  very 
high  notion  of  the  excellency  of  Reafon ,  5T ruth 
and  Virtue ;  profeffes  to  believe  a  God,  a 
Providence ,  a  future  Jlate\  both  reafon  and 

charity 


(  4  ) 

charity  oblige  us  to  look  upon  him  as  fincere, 
till  we  are  forced  to  think  otherwife  by  fome 
particular  knowledge  or  information  of  his 
real  life  and  character. 

But  no  thanks,  you  tell  us,  are  due,  to 
perfons  for  commending  Virtue,  which  all  the 
world  admires ,  and  envy  itfelf  mufl  praife,  and 
which  even  its  enemies  are forced  to  pay  a  reve¬ 
rence  and  veneration  to.  Now  is  not  this  a 
little  inconfiftent,  to  charge  men  with  a  de- 
fign  to  overthrow  what  themfelves,  and  all 
the  world  befides,  muff  neceffarily  admire 
and  pay  a  veneration  to  ?  and  tho’  their  reve¬ 
rence,  as  you  fay,  is  but  an  aukward  oney  and 
what  they  are  forced  to  againft  their  wills  ; 
yet  is  it  poffible  to  entertain  a  thought  of  de- 
ftroying  what  the  nature  and  necejjity  of  things 
force  them  to  reverence  ?  What  you  mean  by 
an  aukward  reverence ,  I  don’t  well  under- 
ftand;  but  am  certain,  that  if  auhvardnefs 
be  a  mark  of  infincerity,  then  Orthodoxy  muft 
needs  be  undone,  fince  I  know  none  who  pay 
their  reverence  fo  aukwardly  as  fome  of  its 
principal  champions. 

You  next  explain  the  purpofe  of  your  own 
work;  defigned,  you  fay,  to  refeue  the  word  of 
God  from  mifreprejentation  arid  cenfure ,  from 
the  reproaches  and  blafphemies  of  foolijh  men : 
and  ’tis  matter  of  melancholy  confederation  to 
You,  that  there  Jhould  be  found  men  fo  aban¬ 
doned  and  profligate ,  as  to  Jhut  their  eyes  againft 
light ;  affront  God  to  his  face  ;  take  a  pride  in 
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throwing  him  hack  his  favours .  But  hew  Hie* 
lancholy  foever  this  confideration  may  be, 
we  ought  not  ftill,  it  feems,  to  be  Jhocked  or 
fcanddlized  at  it,  for  two  reafons.  Firft,  be- 
caufe  it  was  prophefied,  that  there  Jhould  come 
/coffers  in  the  lafl  days ;  yet  all  the  instances 
you  give  are  of  fueh  as  came  in  the  firfi  days . 
Secondly,  becaufe  it  is  certainly  known  with 
what  views  >  and  upon  what  motives  they  do  it, 
being  all  an  abandoned  and  profligate  fet  of 
men ;  taking  a  pride  in  affronting  God  to  his 
face ;  whofe  affections  are  corrupt ,  whofe  deeds 
evil ;  the  fleer et  of  whofe  counfels  is  to  feel  mem 
hearts  againfl  a  judgment  to  come ,  and  lead  them 
blindfold  into  Help,  whofe  real  and  only  aim  is 
to  reduce  the  laws  of  God  to  the  lufls  and  paf 
fions  of  men  \  to  jhake  off  all  religious  reflraints * 
that  they  may  be  at  liberty  to  follow  their  plea ~ 
fures9  &c. 

But  this,  good  Dodor,  to  fpeak  freely,  Is 
not  reafoning  but  railing ;  or,  to  ufe  your  own 
words a,  Jhews  more  of  a  difpofltion  to  revile 9 
than  to  argue  and  debate ;  and  till  ’tis  fupport« 
ed  by  fads  and  proofs  fufficient  to  convince 
men  df  fenfe,  will  always  pafs  with  fuch  for 
the  crude  and  fenfelefs  cant  of  Bigots ,  the  com¬ 
mon-place  fluff  of  declamatory  Preachers  i 
for  every  man*  who  has  pradifed  the  world* 
and  ufed  the  converfation  of  men  of  letters* 
mufl  needs  have  met  with  many  perfons  of 
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much  feeming  honour,  virtue,  and  fobflety 
of  life,  who  partly  profefs  to  have  fcruple$% 
partly  an  entire  disbelief  of  all  Revelation  : 
and  what  way,  think  you,  is  the  moft  likely 
to  convince  men  of  this  character  ?  Is  it  pof- 
fible  to  work  any  good  upon  them  by  the  me-* 
thod  you  here  take  5  by  telling  them  that 
they  are  profligate  and  abandoned ,  contemners 
of  God ,  and  enemies  to  Man'S  Is  not  fuch 
treatment  fure  to  have  a  contrary  effeft  ?  and 
being  confcious  to  themfelves,  that  your 
charge  upon  them  is  both  falfe  and  malicious , 
inftead  of  confidering  your  book>  as  a  charita¬ 
ble  attempt  to  recover  a  foul  from  ruin,  they 
will  rejed  it  with  fcorn,  as  an  infamous  and 
fcandalous  libel . 

After  this  general  charge  on  all  who  cavil 
at  Scripture ,  you  defeend  to  fix  it  more  par¬ 
ticularly  on  the  Author  you  have  to  do  with  5 
this  you  do,  firft,  by  citing  two  paflages  from 
fome  private  letters ,  as  you  call  them ;  fignify-* 
ing  that  the  intention  of  the  writer  of  them 
was  to  fave  a  foul  from  the  difmal  apprehen - 
fons  of  eternal  damnation ;  or  from  the  uneafi- 
nefs  of  mind  which  he  is  often  under  when  plea~ 
fure  and  Chriflianity  come  in  competition .  Whac 
Letters  thefe  are  I  know  not,  but  prefume, 
that  you  have  reafon  to  know  the  Author  of 
them  to  be  the  Author  likewife  of  the  book 
you  are  confuting  ;  or  elfe  with  what  fenfe 
or  juftice  can  you  impute  to  one  man  what 
another  has  faid  or  written?  but  you  add 
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immediately,  this  is  the  noble  and  generous  aim 
which  the  Writer  I  am  concerned  with  boajls  of 
in  his  Preface .  This  indeed  is  charging  him 
home  with  the  fame  fentiments  if  he  not 
only  avows  them,  but  boafts  of  them:  for 
who  could  colled  or  imagine  any  thing  left 
from  your  words  ?  but  I  was  much  furprized* 
when  confulting  his  Preface  on  the  occafion* 
I  could  not  find  a  fyllable  of  the  letters  or 
pajfa%es)x\{i  mentioned,  nor  any  fentiments  at 
all  like  them,  but  the  mention  only  of  a 
noble  and  generous  defgn ,  in  having,  as  he 
imagined,  contrived  rules  to  diftinguiih  be* 
tween  Religion  and  Supetjlition.  Such  a  difin- 
genuous  way  of  forming  an  indidment  mull 
needs  appear  odious  not  only  to  the  enemies 9 
blit  much  more  to  the  friends  of  a  Religion* 
which  prohibits  fo  feverely  all  rajh  cenfure  3 
prefcribes  the  utmof  candour  and  charity  to¬ 
wards  all  men,  and  will  not  bear  a  railing 
accufation  evenagainft  the  Devil  himfelf 
From  charging  him  with  other  peoples  fen¬ 
timents,  you  come  at  laft  to  convid  him  by 
his  own :  telling  us,  that  he  gives  broad  hints 
in  one  place,  that  he  looks  upon  incontinence  in 
fmgle  perfons  as  one  of  the  rights  allowed  by  the 
Law  of  Nature.  If  by  incontinence  he  means, 
what  you  feem  to  fuppofe,  the  cohabiting  of 
fingle  perfons  of  each  fex  for  the  propagation  of 
tfae  fpecies,  without  the  intervention  of  a  Priejl, 
pr  any  other  formality  but  mutual  confent 3  had 
his  hints  been  ftill  broader ,  they  are  but  agree- 
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able  to  the  principles  he  maintains ;  nor  will 
he  find  much  difficulty  in  defending  them 
by  the  Laws  of  Reafon  and Nature  and  I  won¬ 
der  how  from  fuch  hints  you  can  ground 
any  imputation  of  immorality  upon  one,  who 
is  reafoning  fromthofe  principles,  from  which 
your  felf  muft  be  forced  to  allow  ftill  a  greater 
licence ;  not  only  a  plurality  of  wives ,  but  a 
number  of  concubines  into  the  bargain ;  unlefs 
you  will  give  up  fome  part  at  lead  of  the 
Scripture  you  are  vindicating,  and  condemn 
the  holy  Patriarchs ,  Abraham ,  Ifaac  and  Ja¬ 
cob  ;  and  above  all,  David ,  the  man  after  God's 
own  heart ;  who  had  at  leaf!  j even  wives,  and 
ten  concubines ,  without  ever  being  admonifhed 
for  it  by  any  of  the  Prophets ,  or  cenfured  by 
any  of  th z  f acred  Writers .  So  that  here  he 
will  probably  turn  your  own  reafoning  upon 
you  ;  that  it  is  a  weak  thing  of  you ,  to  charge 
the  Law  of  Nature  as  not  JlriB  enough ,  when 
your  own  Scripture  appears  to  beloofer  b. 

Again ;  you  charge  him  with  declaring  flatly 
and  plainly  againfl  our  Lord's  doBrine  of  lov¬ 
ing  thofe  that  hate  us:  Yet  in  the  place  you 
refer  to,  I  find  him  arguing  only,  that  thofe 
words  are  not  to  be  taken  in  their  flriB  and 
literal  fenfe,  but  like  many  other  texts  of  the 
fame  nature,  which  he  there  enumerates, 
viz.  he  that  takes  away  thy  coat ,  let  him  have 
thy  cloak  alfo:  oj  him  who  takes  thy  goods,  ask 
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them  not  again :  whoever  Jhall  finite  thee  on 
the  right  cheek ,  turn  to  him  the  other  alfo ,  &c, 

muft  be  interpreted  agreeably  to  the  reafon 
and  nature  of  things ,  and  the  common  good  of 
fociety,  and  that  to  pradife  them  in  their  ob¬ 
vious  and  grammatical  fenfe  would  occafion 
much  mifehief  to  the  publick,  much  injus¬ 
tice  to  particular  men :  In  all  which,  as  he 
fays  nothing  more  than  what  all  Commenta¬ 
tors  and  all  rational  Chriftians  allow,  I  cannot 
think  it  reafonable,  from  this  inftance,  to 
charge  him  with  feeking  to  relax  the  Laws  of 
Chrijl ,  to  make  them  fuit  the  better  with  cor¬ 
rupt  Nature. 

But  had  he  furnifhed  no  dired  proofs  of 
the  malice  you  impute  to  him,  yet  your  pe¬ 
netration,  it  feems,  is  fuch5  as  can  fee  to  the 
very  bottom  of  him ;  for  tho*  he  ftudiouflyy  as 
you  fay,  difguifes  himfelf  and  takes  great  pains 
to  put  fair  glofles  on  what  he  is  doings  yetfome - 
times  he  difeovers  the  very  fecrets  of  his  heart  : 
and  tho’  in  the  fame  page  you  allow,  that 
he  himfelf  be(l  knows  how  far  he  is  influenced 
by  lufl  and  malice ;  yet  in  the  very  next  words 
you  recoiled  your  felf,  and  Signify,  that  you 
know  as  well  as  himfelf,  and  that  His  eafy  to 
perceive  how  much  the  black  pajfions  have  got 
the  afeendant  over  him. 

The  conclufion  of  your  Introduction  is  of 
a  piece  with  the.  reft;  for  after  declaiming 
againft  his  wickednefs,  you  conclude  by  con¬ 
temning  his  learning  and  abilities.  Bis  at- 
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techy  you  fay,  are  feebley  his  artillery  con* 
tcmptible :  he  has  no  genius  or  tajle  for  liter  a* 
ture  \  no  acquaintance  with  the  original  languages ; 
rzor  fo  much  as  with  common  Criticks  and  Com¬ 
mentators  :  feveral  of  his  objections  are  pure 
Englifh  objtClions ;  fuch  as  affeCt  only  our  tranf- 
lation  :  the  rejt  are  of  the  fowefl  and  mojl  tri¬ 
fling  forty  &c.  And  in  the  body  of  your 
book  you  go  ftill  farther,  and  treat  him  with 
the  plain  terms  of  Fool  and  Idiot  5  as  having 
neither  wit,  judgment ,  learntngy  or  an y  thing 
but  dull  malice  c. 

If  this  be  really  the  cafe,  what  is  all  this 
buflie  about  ?  Why  all  this  apparatus  to  foil 
fo  feeble y  fo  contemptible  an  adverjdry  ?  Why 
muft  you  be  called  off  from  the  great  work 
of  defending  Creeds  and  Pojitive  PreceptSy  to 
contend  with  fuch  a  trifler  ?  Why  muft  Ppo 
eminent  fcholars  be  picked  out  from  Oxford 
and  Cambridge y  to  divide  the  tafk  between 
them,  and  repel  with  united  force  the  defpi-  * 
cable  attach  of  a  pure  Englifh  blunderer  ? 
All  this  apparatuSy  I  fay,  muft  needs  perfuade 
us,  that  you  have  a  different  notion  of  his 
ability ,  from  what  you  think  proper  to  de¬ 
clare:  and,  in  fadt,  as  all  who  talk  extrava¬ 
gantly  or  infincerely  are  apt  to  betray  them- 
felves,  fo  you  in  many  places  confute  your 
felf,  and  fhew  that  thefe  pure  Englijh  cbjeCii-  ’ 
onsy  which  owe  their  rife,  as  you  would  in«  1 
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lift  Hate,  to  the  blunders  of  our  Tranjlaiion * 

deferve  to  be  conlidered  in  another  light; 
lince  at  fome  times  you  exclaim  againli 
them  as  being  ftale>  or  borrowed  from  Anti -* 
quity  ;  from  the  ancient  enemies  of  Reli¬ 
gion,  Celfus  and  Julian ;  at  other  times* 
from  our  learned  moderns*  Marftam  and 
Burnet ,  &c. d  and  do  not  fo  much  as  in  one 
Angle  inllance  prove  them  to  be  grounded 
on  the  miftaken  fenfe  of  the  original. 

For  my  own  part,  to  obferve  our  Englifh 
proverb ,  and  give  even  the  Devil  his  due ,  I 
cannot  for  my  life  difcover  any  fuch  want 
of  literature  as  you  objedt  to  him  5  but  on  the 
contrary,  fee  plainly  that  his  work  has  been 
the  effedt  of  much  flndy  and  reading ;  his 
materials  colledted  from  a  great  variety  of 
the  bejl  Writers  j  his  pages  decently  crowded 
with  citations ;  and  his  Index  of  Authors  as 
numerous ,  as  that  of  moft  books  which  have 
lately  appeared  :  and  to  tell  you  the  truth, 
were  it  my  talk  to  anfwer  him  in  the  me¬ 
thod  you  have  chofen,  by  undertaking  to 
vindicate  every  fingle  text  of  Scripture  from 
all  the  exceptions  that  may  be  made  to  it ,  I 
Ihould  be  tempted  to  wifh  that  he  had  flill 
lefs  learning ,  rather  than  more ;  lince  with 
the  fmall  lhare  he  has,  one  may  ealily  fore¬ 
fee  by  the  fpecimen  you  give  us,  that  he 
will  in  many  cafes  be  at  lead  a  full  match 
for  you, 

X  &  27>  55- 
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Thus  much,  Sir,  for  your  Introduction ; 
which,  if  ic  appears  to  others  in  the  fame 
light,  as  it  did  to  me,  will  afford  them  but 
little  hopes  of  pleafure  or  edification  in  what 
is  to  follow;  but  like  foul  weather  at  fetting 
out,  give  a  difcouraging  profpedt  of  the  dirt 
they  are  to  travel  thro  in  the  reft  of  their 
journey* 

Let’s  now  proceed  to  examine  the  work 
itfelf ;  wherein  you  undertake  to  vindicate 
the  moft  exceptionable  texts  of  Scripture  from 
cavil  and  cenfure:  This,  Sir,  is  a  hardy  un* 
dertaking,  and  what  few  men  of  modefty  or 
prudence  would  venture  upon ;  fmce  how¬ 
ever  it  may  be  difcharged,  'tis  likely,  as  I  ve 
faid  above,  from  the  nature  of  the  fubjedt 
itfelf,  to  do  hurt,  rather,  than  fervice,  to 
the  caufe  of  Religion ;  as  ’tis  raking  into  old 
fores giving  new  life  to  old  cavils ;  folving 
objections  which  you  call  flale  and  trivial \ 
by  anfwers  as  ftale  and  as  trivial  too  ;  for  had 
thefe  ever  been  fatisfadtory,  the  others  could 
hardly  have  fubfifted  to  this  day.  To  con* 
firm  this,  I  (hall  not  follow  you  thro’  all  the 
texts  you  vindicate ,  but  content  my  felf  with 
a  few  remarks  on  two  or  three  of  the  greateft 
importance ;  in  the  explication  of  which 
you  feem  to  have  taken  the  greateft  pains* 
To  begin  then  with  your  vindication  of  the 
fcriptural  hijlory  of  marts  fall* 
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The  Author  you  are  confuting  fays,  it 
feems,  that  Chriftians  are  now  ajhamed  of 
the  literal  interpretation  of  this  fory e :  which 
tho’  you  feem  difpofed  to  treat  as  a  Calumny % 
yet  ’tis  certain  and  undeniable,  that  all  Com - 
mentators  what  foe  ver  are  forced  in  fome 
meafare  to  defert  the  letter,  in  order  to  make 
the  ftory  rational  and  credible .  You  tell 
us,  with  many  of  them,  that  the  Deceiver 
was  a  real  Serpent ,  actuated  by  the  Devil*  3 
this  you  declare  fufficient  to  obviate  all  dif¬ 
ficulties ,  to  folve  all  objections:  yet  Mofes , 
you  own,  fays  not  one  word  of  the  Devil ; 
nor  had  occafion  to  fay  any  thing  of  him  5 
nay,  that  it  was  better  he  floould  fay  nothing 
of  him ,  becaufe  he  had  faid  nothing  of  him  s  ; 
but  whether  it  were  better  or  worfe,  it  is 
certain  however,  that  the  introducing  a  De¬ 
vil  is  contrary  to  the  letter ;  which  fpeaks 
only  of  a  proper  and  meer  Serpent ,  as  the 
author  of  this  deception  ;  and  fuggefts  the 
reafon  both  of  the  attempt  and  the  fuccefs 
of  it,  in  the  natural  cunning  of  that  beaft. 
For  the  Serpent  was  more  fubtil  than  any  beajl 
of  the  field  5  and  by  his  fubtilty ,  fays  St.  Paulb , 
he  deceived  Eve ;  who  in  making  her  de¬ 
fence  to  God,  does  not  plead  that  the  De¬ 
vil ,  which  had  been  a  much  better  excufe, 
but  that  the  Serpent  deceived  her.  You  tell 
us,  on  another  occafion,  that  God  accommo - 
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dates  his  Phrafes  to  the  language  of  men,  in 
order  to  be  better  underfood  by  men 1 :  Pray 
tell  us  then.  Good  Sir,  how  he  has  accom¬ 
modated  his  Phrafes  here ;  whether  that  he 
may  be  better  underjlood  of  the  Serpent ,  or  of 
the  Devil  ? 

Now  becai/fe  the  Serpent  was  more  re¬ 
markably  fubtil. ,  he  was ,  you  fay  k,  the  pro- 
pereft  inftrument for  the  Tempter  to  deceive  by ; 
the  bef  cover  to  conceal  his  fraud.  But  here 
again  moft  people  will  be  of  a  different 
mind  :  for  'tis  natural  to  be  jealous  and  on 
our  guard  againft  the  counfels,  to  diftruft  all 
offers  of  kindnei's  of  the  fubtle  and  mali¬ 
cious  :  fo  that  an  Afs  or  a  Dove  mu  ft  needs 
have  been  a  fitter  engine  for  Satan ,  under 
the  difguife  of  folly  or  innocence,  to  have 
infinuated  his  poifon  by.  And  tho*  you  tell 
us  here,  that  the  apprehenfon  Eve  had  of  his 
Jubtilty  might  make  her  lejs  furprized  to  hear 
him  reajbn  a?id  difcourfe ;  yet  in  the  very  next 
page  you  declare  it  natural  to  fuppofe ,  that 
for  want  of  longer  experience  foe  might  not 
know  whether  any  brute  creatures  were  capa¬ 
ble  either  of  reajbn  or  Jpeech .  Can  fuch  fhuf- 
fling  and  inconfiftency,  think  you,  have  any 
good  effedt  towards  refcuing  the  word  of  God 
from  reproach  and  cenfure  ? 

Tis  the  opinion ,  you  fay  *,  of  fome  very 
worthy  and  learned  perfons ,  that  the  Serpent 
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was  fo  like  a  Seraph ,  that  Eve  mijlook  it  for 
a  good  Angel .  The  opinion  indeed  is  very 
extravagant,  that  Serpents  were  originally  in 
fhape  and  beauty  fo  like  to  bleffed  Angels , 
that  it  was  eafy  to  miftake  the  one  for  the 
other.  But  as  extravagant  as  it  is,  ’twas 
embraced  by  Bifhop  Patrick ,  Fenifon ,  and 
many  other  learned  men,  to  avoid  wh\t 
they  thought  the  more  extravagant  of  tlie 
two,  the  very  opinion  you  maintain ;  which 
tho’  you  declare  to  have  no  kind  of  difficulty 
or  improbability  in  it,  yet  Bifhop  Patrick 
treats  as  ridiculous  and  incredible m  :  and 
what  reafonabie  hopes  can  you  have  of  con¬ 
verting  Infidels  and filencing  Scepticks ,  by  the 
force  of  a  folution  which  our  befi  Commen¬ 
tators  and  orthodox  Bi  (loops  reiedt  as  (imple  and 
foolijh? 

But  ’tis  not  the  extravagance  of  this  no¬ 
tion,  but  the  eafinefs  of  it,  that  offends  you  : 
it  fpoils  the  whole  ftory,  by  making  it,  as 
you  fay,  too  eafy:  this  indeed  is  the  true  fpi- 
rit  of  a  right  orthodox  Divine ;  nothing  eafy 
will  go  down  with  him  ;  nothing  but  the 
marvellous  and  the  improbable  will  pleafe  him  ; 
and  the  good  old  principle  credo  quia  impof- 
fibile ,  is  with  him  the  only  touchflone  of  a 
true  fiaving  Faith . 

m  She  was  not  fo  fimple  as  to  think  that  Beafts  coul^ 
fpeak  —nor  doth  it  feem  at  all  credible  to  me,  that  Hie 
could  have  been  otherwife  deceived,  but  by  fome  creature 
which  appeared  fo  glorioufly,  that  fhe  took  it  for  an  heavenly 
Minifter.  Comment,  on  Gen.  iii.  i. 
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But  is  the  Devil  then  fuch  a  Hero,  that 
he  fcorns  an  eafy  conqueft ;  nor  cares  to  en¬ 
gage  but  where  there's  difficulty  in  the  con¬ 
flict  !  Or  is  it  inconfiftent  with  the  goodnefs 
of  God  to  allow  him  a  triumph  Jo  eafy  ?  'tis 
certain,  that  on  fome  occafions  he  tranf 
forms  himfelf  into  an  angel  of  light n  :  and 
where  could  he  ever  have  more  occafion  to 
do  it  than  in  the  cafe  we  are  confldering  ? 
For  if  under  that  fhape  his  victory  was  too 
eafy  before  the  fall ,  how  much  eafier  muft 
it  needs  be  now,  in  this  degenerate  fate  of 
man?  If  the  eafinefs  of  it  feemed  then  to 
reflect  on  the  goodnefs  of  God  for  permitting 
it  ;  how  much  more  muft  it  do  fo  now,  in 
fuffering  him  with  all  that  advantage  to  at¬ 
tack  man  when  he  is  down>  to  trample  on 
him  when  he  is  fallen  ? 

But  to  proceed,  tho’  the  introduction  of  a 
Devil  may  ferve  to  clear  up  the  difficulty  of 
the  Serpent's  fpeaking  a?id  reafoning, ,  yet  it 
raifes  up  a  new  one  of  a  higher  nature, 
which  your  Author  charges  upon  it,  againft 
the  jufice  of  God  himfelf ,  in  not  interpofing 
in  fo  unequal  a  confiCl .  This  objection,  how 
merry  foever  you  make  with  it,  by  laugh- 
ing  at  your  Author  s  want  of  Spectacles  °,  is 
certainly  of  weight  enough  to  puzzle  and 
flagger  our  reafon  :  and  every  man  has  a 
right  to  require  from  thofe,  who  pretend 
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to  be  guides  and  teachers  of  Religion ,  how 
flich  paflages  delivered  and  inculcated  by 
them,  as  the  undoubted  word  of  God ,  can 
be  reconciled  to  the  known  attributes  and 
perfections  of  the  Deity . 

Should  a  Father  difcard  and  difinherit 
a  Child ,  for  having  deferted  fome  poft  af- 
figned  him;  feduced  either  by  the  craft 
of  fome  old  Sophifer ,  or  driven  off  by  the 
fuperiorftrength  of  fome  able  bodied  man, 
the  Father  all  the  while  looking  on,  nor 
interpofing  at  all  in  a  trial  fo  unreafonable; 
would  not  the  fadt  be  thought  barbarous 
and  unnatural?  Now  the  conflict  in  fuch  a 
cafe  could  not  be  more  unequal  than  be¬ 
tween  our  firft  Parents  and  Satan ;  and 
the  love  of  God  to  his  Creatures  muft  necef- 
farily  be  allowed  fuperior  to  that  of  natu¬ 
ral  Fathers  to  their  Children.  Yet  you. 
Sir,  fee  no  kind  of  difficulty ,  and  treat  the 
demand  of  a  reafon  on  the  occafion  as  a 
vain  curiofity>  and  impertinent  cavilling  p  : 
fince  every  body,  you  fay,  muft  needs  fee 
how  kind  and  indulgent  God  was  in  this 
whole  proceeding  s :  whereas,  to  fpeak  for 
my  felf,  I  cannot  from  the  literal  accepta¬ 
tion  of  the  ftory,  with  all  your  comment 
upon  it,  fee  the  leaft  fymptom  of  any  kind- 
nefs  or  indulgence  at  all ;  but  on  the  contra- 
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ry,  a  neceflity  of  flying  to  allegory ,  to  ac¬ 
count  for  the  feeming  injuftice  and  unrea- 
fonable  feverity  of  the  Divine  conduct. 

But  fince  in  a  queftion  of  this  nature, 
both  your  reafon  and  mine  may  poffibly  be 
fufpe&ed,  as  if  prejudiced  by  education ,  in¬ 
fluenced  by  cujlom ,  or  biafjed  perhaps  by 
flome  intereji  in  favour  of  efiablijhed  opinions ; 
I  {hall  appeal  to  an  authority,  which  can¬ 
not  be  charged  either  with  prejudice  or 
partiality,  with  favouring  or  detracting 
from  the  credit  of  Mofles  ;  one  of  th zgreateft 
Majlers  of  Reafon  that  Antiquity  ever  pro¬ 
duced,  I  mean  Cicero ;  whofe  fentiments 
declared  in  fome  cafes,  nearly  allied  to  the 
prefent,  may  ferve  to  inform  us,  what  un¬ 
prejudiced  Reafon  would  determine  upon 
the  literal  hijlory  of  mans  fall. 

Cicero  tells  us,  1 that  the  very  Gods  of  the 
Poets,  had  they  known  how  pernicious  their 
gifts  would  prove  to  their  Children ,  mufl  be 
thought  to  have  been  wanting  in  point  of 
kindnefs  towards  them.  What  then  would 
he  have  thought  of  God's  forefeeing  the  im¬ 
mediate  fall  of  man,  yet  creating  him  to  a 
fate  of  fin  and  mifery  ? 

He  fays  in  another  place,  that  ’tis  un¬ 
worthy  of  God  to  do  any  thing  in  vain,  for 

r  Atque  is  tamen  ipfi  Dii  Poetici,  fi  fciflent  pernicicfa 
fore  ilia  filiis,  peccalfe  in  beneficio  putarentur.  Nat.  Deor. 
1.  3.  31.  Edit.  Davis. 
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that  would  be  a  reflection  even  upon  mans 
conflancy* .  What  then  could  he  have 
judged  of  the  formation  of  a  Paradifey  and 
all  that  apparatus  and  proviflon  for  the  blifs 
and  immortality  of  the  firft  Pair ;  which 
was  no  fooner  made  than  forfeited,  and 
like  a  theatrical  Scene  changed  in  an  in-- 
ftant,  to  a  profpedt  of  mifery  and  barren- 
nefs  ? 

Again,  it  is,  fays  he  *,  the  common  opinion 
of  all  Philofophers  of  what  feCl  foever,  that 
the  Deity  can  neither  be  angry ,  nor  hurt  any 
body .  How  would  he  have  been  furprized 
then,  to  find  God  reprefented  here  as  fierce 
and  enraged ,  driving  out  his  own  creatures 
in  anger,  from  the  blifs  he  had  provided 
for  them,  and  in  a  kind  of  fury  curfing  the 
very  earth  for  their  fakes  ? 

He  exclaims  on  another  occafion,  Oh 
the  wonderful  equity  of  the  Gods  !  would  any 
people  endure  the  maker  of  fuch  a  law ,  that 
the  Son  or  Grandfon  fhould  be  punijhed ,  be- 
caufethe  Father  or  Grandfather  had  offended*  ? 

{  Nec  enim  ignorare  Deus  poteft  qua  mente  quifque 
fit :  nec  fruftra  ac  fine  caufa  quid  facere  dignum  Deo  eft, 
quod  abhorret  etiam  ab  hominis  conftantia.  De  Divin. 
1.  2.  60. 

c  At  hoc  commune  eft  omnium  Philofophorum— -nun- 
quam  nec  irafci  Deum  nec  nocere.  De  Oft'.  3.2 7. 

v  O  miram  aequitatem  Deorum  !  ferret  ne  ulla  Civitas  la- 
tore  m  iftiufmodi  legis,  ut  condemnaretur  filius,  aut  nepos, 
ft  pater  aut  avus  deliquiftet  ?  De  Nat,  Deor.  3.  38. 
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How  would  he  have  exclaimed  then  at 
God9 s  punching  fo  feverely  not  only  th tfirjl 
Pair ,  but  their  whole pofierity,  the  whole  race 
of  mankind  for  their  fin  5  and  even  the  Ser¬ 
pent  too,  for  the  fraud  of  the  Devil  ? 

Laftly,  upon  mention  of  a  dream  of  A - 
lexander  the  Great ,  that  a  Serpent  appeared 
to  him,  and  told  him  where  he  might  find  a 
certain  root  to  care  his  friend  Ptolomy  of  a 
wound  which  was  judged  mortal:  laughing 
at  the  ftory,  the  Serpent ,  fays  he,  feemed  to 
talk  to  Alexander :  thisy  whether  true  or  falfe , 
has  nothing  Jlrange  in  it;  fince  he  did  not 
really  hear  him  fpeak,  but  feemed  only  to  do 
fo  \  But  how  would  he  have  laughed  at 
your  literal (loryy  of  a  Serpent  actually  Jpeak- 
ing  and  reafoning ,  without  moving  the  leaffc 
wonder  or  furprize  in  the  hearer?  Thefe 
paflages  may  ferve,  I  fay,  to  fhew  what 
unprejudiced  reafon  would  have  thought 
of  the  vulgar  hifioryof  mans  fall :  and  tho’  ( 
you,  Sir,  can  fwallow  and  digeft  the  whole, 
without  the  lead:  difficulty  or  relu&ance; 
yet  what  offence ,  what  contradiction  to  rea- 
fony  is  to  be  found  in  every  Jingle  article  of 
the  account  ? 

x  Alexandro  loqui  draco  vifus  eft.  Pot&ft  hoc  efte  fal- 
fiim,  poteftverum:  fed  uirum  fit,  non  eftmirabile;  non  f 
enim  audivit  ille  draconem  loquentem,  fed  vifus  eft  audire.  f 
De  Divin.  1.  2.  68. 


(  21  ) 

'Tis  neceflary  then,  fof  the  fatisf action  of 
our  reafon ,  and  the  quieting  our Jcruples ,  to 
defert  the  outward  letter,  and  fearch  for  the 
hidden ,  allegorical  fenfe  of  the  ftory :  where 
I  (hall  not  take  the  trouble  of  colle&ing  all 
the  fancies  and  whimfical  folutions  of  the 
Rabbins  and  the  Fathers  ;  but  content  myfelf 
With  propofing  one,  which  appears  ’to  me 
the  mod  probable  and  rational  of  them 
all  ;  viz.  that  by  Adam  we  are  to  under- 
ftand  reafon  or  the  mind  of  man ;  by  Eve , 
the  fejh  or  outward  fenfes  \  by  the  Serpent , 
luft  or  pleafure  :  In  which  Allegory  we  fee 
clearly  explained  the  true  caufes  of  mans 
fall  and  degeneracy :  that  as  foon  as  his  mind , 
through  the  weaknefs  and  treachery  of  his 
fenfes ,  became  captivated  and  feduced  by 
the  allurements  of  luft  and  pleafure ,  he  was 
driven  by  God  out  of  Paradife  $  that  is,  loft 
and  forfeited  the  happinefs  and  profperity 
which  he  had  enjoyed  in  his  innocence. 
All  this  is  intelligible  and  rational  5  agree- 
;  able  not  only  to  the  common  notions  and 
tradition  of  hiftory,  but  to  the  conftant 
and  eftabliftied  method  of  God's  Providence, 
who  has  wifely  conftituted  mifery,  forrow, 
and  the  debafement  of  our  nature ,  to  be  the 
natural  and  neceffary  effect  of  vice  and  Jin, 
This  interpretation  is  embraced  by  fe~ 
veral  of  the  Ancients  5  particularly  St.  Au- 
Jlin  5  who  tells  us,  that  the  fame  thing  is 
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aCied  over  again  in  every  one  of  us,  as  oft  as 
we  fall  into  fin,  that  was  reprefented  by  the 
Serpent,  the  JVoman  and  the  Man:  for  there's 
firft,  fays  he,  a  fuggejlion  or  infnuation  ; 
either  by  a  thought  or  the  fenfes  of  the  body ; 
by  which  if  our  inclination  is  not  prevailed 
with  to  fin,  then  is  the  fubtilty  of  the  Serpent 
baffled  and  vanquijhed ;  but  if  Jtis  prevailed 
with ,  then  we  yield,  as  it  were,  to  the  per - 
fuafons  of  the  Woman :  and  when  our  reafon 
has  thus  confented  to  execute  what  our  luft 
had  moved ,  then  is  Man  effectually  driven  out 
and  expelled  from  all  pofeffon  of  happinefs , 
as  from  aParadifet.  Now  whatever  opU 
nion  this  Father  might  on  other  occafions 
declare,  (as  he  was  not  always  very  con¬ 
fident  with  himfelf)  yet  at  the  time  of 
writing  the  book,  whence  this  paflage  is 
taken,  he  was  perfuaded,  that  in  the  hifio- 
ry  of  the  creation  and  fall  of  man,  we  could 
not  avoid  ab fur  dities  and  blafphemy  towards 
God ,  without  giving  up  the  literal  mean¬ 
ing,  and  trufting  wholly  to  an  allegorical 
expofition  of  it z. 


7  De  Gencf.  contra  Manich.  1.2,  c.  12. 
z  Si  autem  nuljus  exitus  datur,  ut  pie  &  digne  Deo  quae 
fcripta  iunt  intelligantur,  nifi  figurate  atque  in  senigmatis 
propofita  ifta  credainus,  habcntes  Au&oritatem  Apoftoli- 

cam,  modum  quem  inter.dimus  teneamus - ut  omnes 

iftas  figuras  rerum  fecund um  Catholicam  Fidem— — •ex- 
plicemus,  &c.  Ibid.  c.  3. 
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I  have  met  with  a  myjlical  Fable  among 
the  Ancients,  not  very  unlike  the  cafe  be¬ 
fore  us :  that  Man  having  obtained  of  Jove 
a  remedy ,  topreferve  him  in  perpetual  health 
and  vigour ,  and  prevent  all  the  evils  and 
infirmities  of  age ,  laid  it  on  an  Afs  to  carry 
for  him  ,*  but  the  Afs  being  very  dry  and 
wanting  to  drink ,  was  cheated  of  it  by  a 
Serpent ,  guardian  of  the  fpring ;  who  per- 
fuaded  him  to  exchange  his  load  for  a  draught 
of  water :  and  fo  the  Serpent  has  ever  fince 
enjoyed  the  benefit  of  it,  renewing  its  youth 
and  vigour  every  year,  whilfi  man  is  left  to 
languifh  by  difeafes  and  decay  a . 

Mofes,  we  read,  was  learned  in  all  the 
wifdom  cf  the  /Egyptians^  \  and  their  learn¬ 
ing,  efpecially  in  things  facred  and  divine , 
was  wholly  myjlical  and  fymbolicah,  pro- 
pofed  always  under  the  figures  of  men , 
beafis  and  birds,  which  were  called  Hiero- 
glyphicks,  or  facred  characters ;  invented 
and  ufed  by  them,  as  Kircher  c  has  fhewn, 
before  Mofes  s  time :  amongft  thele,  the 
Serpent,  as  all  Authors  inform  us,  was  of 
more  common  ufe  with  them,  than  any 
other  animal ,  whofe  nature  they  imagined 

a  Nicandri  Theriac.  Edit.  Aid.  p.  7.  §.  17.  &  Scholia  ib„ 

k  A&s  vii,  22. 

* .  Vid.  Kircher.  Obelifc.  Pamphil.  1.  2.  de  inftitutione& 
fabrica  Hieroglyphicor.  c.  2.  p.  102,  &c. 

Primi  per  figuras  animalium  JEgy ptii  fenfus  mentis  effiiu 
jebant.  Tacit.  Annul.  1. 11.  c.  14. 
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to  have  fomething  very  excellent  and  divine 
in  itd.  So  that  it  fupplied  the  place  of 

two  letters  of  their  fymbolical  Alphabet  5  and 
ferved  them  as  an  Hieroglyphick  of  various 
fignification ;  more  particularly  as  an  em- 
blem  of  fubtlety  and  cunnings  as  well  as  of 
tuft  and fenfual pleafure e.  Whence  it  can¬ 
not  feem  improbable,  that  Mofes  s  account 
of  the  fall  might  be  drawn  from  principles 
and  notions  imbibed  in  his  youth  in  the 
Schools  of  the  A Egyptians . 

Dr.  Spencer ,  explaining  this  cuftom  of 
the  /Egyptians,  of  delivering  all  the  fublimer 
parts  of  knowledge  under  the  cover  of 
Symbols ,  ‘Types  and  Emblems,  obferves,  that 
when  God  called  out  Mofes  to  his  Prophetick 
Office,  he  confdered  him  as  one  who  had  been 
trained  up  in  that  kind  of  learning ;  and  that 
tis  confonant  therefore  to  the  char a/l er  and 
hijlory  of  Mofes,  to  imagine,  that  God  de- 
fgned,  that  he  Jhould  write  and  treat  of  all 
thejublime  things  committed  to  him,  in  that 
myjlical  and  hieroglyphic al  way  of  literature 
in  which  he  had  been  educated  f. 

d  Nihil  inter  Hieroglyphics  Symbols  Serpente  frequen- 

tius“ - cum  enim  viderent  Serpentem  animal  igneo 

Spiritu  plenum,  vivax.  & c.  fieri  non  pofie  crediderunt, 
quin  aliquid  magnum,  excellens  Sc  prorfus  divinum  Tub  iis 
lateret.  Ibid.  1.  4.  Ideae  Hieroglyph,  p.  347. 

*  Ib-  lz-  c-  6.p.  131.  It.Pierii  Valerian.Hieroglyph.l.14. 

Cum  Deus  ad  Munus  propheticum  Mofem  evocavit, 
cum  tanquam  virum  Hieroglyphicis  iEgypti  literis  enutri- 
tum  trattavit,&c.  De  hegib/liebraor .  T.i.  l.i.  c.  15.  p .  21 1. 

The 
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The  mention  of  J. "Egyptian  learning  leads 
me  naturally  to  conlider,  in  the  next  place, 
your  anfwer  to  this  Authors  cavil  againft 
the  divine  injlitution  of  Circumcifon ;  which 
he  would  infinuate  to  have  been  borrowed 
only  from  /Egypt.  This  objection  you  make 
flight  of  and  tell  us,  that  there  is  no  ground 
for  it  g ;  and  xho'  your  Adverf ary >  from  the 
nature  of  his  objection,  muft  neceffarily 
fuppofe  th  zfcriptur at  account  of  Circumcifon 
to  be  a  fi&ion-,  yet  you  very  gravely  fpend 
two  or  three  pages  to  prove  that  his  no¬ 
tion  cannot  be  true,  becaufe  ’tis  inconfif- 
tent  with  that fame  Scripture :  from  which 
you  conclude  at  laft,  that  the  /Egyptians, 
had  not  any  circumcifon  at  all .  A  likely 
method  indeed  to  confute  him,  by  exclud¬ 
ing  all  teftimony  in  the  cafe,  but  what  he 
excepts  to,  as  forged  for  the  very  purpofe. 
For  you  tell  him  h,  that  neither  Diodorus 
Siculus,  nor  Herodotus,  nor  even  Sancho- 
niatho,  can  be  of  weight  fufficient  to  deter¬ 
mine  this  quefion ;  thd  fome  conjectures  may 

be  raifed  from  the  laf  of  the  three - Which 

way  the  conjectures  you  hint  at  would 
lead  us,  I  fliall  not  at  prefent  examine ; 
but  am  fure,  that  of  the  three  you  name, 
Sanchoniatho,  on  whom  you  lay  the  greateft 
ftrefs,  is  on  all  accounts  the  leaf  qualifed 

?  P.  Go.  5  R  56. 

or 
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or  worthy  to  fuggeft  any  opinion,  or  ground 
any  conjecture  at  all  upon :  and  as  I  have  a 
refpedt  for  the  other  two,  whom  I  have  read 
with  fome  diligence,  I  cannot  fuffer  their 
Authority  to  be  thrown  oft  Jo  pghtly, 
without  fpending  a  word  or  two  upon  it. 

Herodotus  tells  us  then,  that  all  other 
mortals,  except  fuch  as  had  learnt  the  thing 
from  /Egypt,  preferved  their  members  as  na¬ 
ture  had  formed  them-,  but  that  the  /Egyp- 
tians  circumcifed  themfehes  for  the  fake  of 
cleanline fs\  And  in  another  place,  that  the 
Phoenicians  and  Syrians  who  inhabited  Pa- 
leftine,  (that  is,  the  Jews)  confefed,  that 
they  had  received  the  cuflom  of  Gircumcifion 
from  /Egyptians k. 

Diodorus  Siculus  confirms  the  fame  thing ; 
that  this  practice  was  originally  JEgyptian, 
and  that  both  the  Jews  and  People  of  Col- 
chus  derived  it  anciently  from  them1. 

Strabo  too  declares,  that  Circumcifion 
was  one  of  the  mod  famed  and  remarkable 
cufioms  of  /Egypt;  but  in  ufe  aljowith  the 
Jews,  who  were  originally  /Egyptians  m. 

Now  of  all  the  Writers,  who  at  all  touch 
this  queftion,  thefe  are  the  only  ones  I 
know  of  in  Antiquity,  that  can  be  called 

■  Vid.  Herod.  1.  2.  xxxvi,  xxxvii.  Edit.  Lond. 

*  Ibid.  civ.  1  L.  1.  p.  24.  Edit.  Rhodomanni. 

m  L.  17.  p.  824.  Edit.  If.  Cafaub. 
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unprejudiced,  and  whofe  credibility  cannot 
be  liable  to  fufpicion  either  of  malice  or 
partiality  in  the  cafe:  and  *twas  the  autho¬ 
rity  of  thefe  that  induced  the  learned 
Marjham,  and  the  no  lefs  learned  Spencer 
too,  to  favour  the  opinion  of  your  adver- 
fary;  all  which  you  ftill  contemn  as  in¬ 
efficient  to  ground  even  a fufpicion ,  or  raife 
a  conjecture  upon. 

Jofephus ,  who  in  his  defence  of  the  Jews 
againfi  Apion,  takes  occafion  more  than 
once  to  mention  this  teflimony  of  Herodotus , 
inftead  of  ccnfuring  or  attempting  to  con¬ 
fute  it,  argues  from  it  as  from  a  thing 
granted:  The  Egyptians,  fays  he  n,  are  all 
circumcfedy  and  abfiain from  fwine's  flefh — * 
wherefore  Apion  is  a  fool  to  abufe  the  Jews* 
for  the  fake  of  thofe ,  who  not  only  ufe  the  very 
cujloms  he  finds  fault  with ,  but  who  taught 
other  people  alfo  the  ufe  of  Circumcifion ,  as 
Herodotus  has  informed  us.  And  in  giving 
the  character  of  Mofes ,  as  of  an  excellent 
Governour ,  and  wife  hegifiator  ;  never  ufing 
the  great  power  be  was  pojfefjed  of  to  any 
advantage  of  his  own ,  but  the  file  benefit  of 
thofe  who  had  entrufied  him  with  it,  &c. 
Such  an  one ,  fays  he  °,  whofe  intentions  were 

n  'E ttfim  rcim  eeiTtfm?  xx)  frtfiTSfiimrxi  kx)  v  etxtfcot- 

ppufjuxTw,  &c.  Contr.  Ap.  1.  2.  c,  13.  Edit  Hudf, 

®  ’AAA‘ aey  trapse  raTs</EMJjo“i»  iv^ovcrw  ret  Mita  yiymwu  xal 

tet/5  r*f499(rHf,  Ibid.  16 . 

fo 
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fo  jufi  and  noble ,  might  reajonably  prefume , 
that  he  had  God  for  his  Guide  and  Counfel- 
lor ,  and  having  once  per fuaded  himfelf  oj  this , 
he  judged  it  necejfary  above  all  things  to  in - 
Jlil  the  fame  notion  into  the  people ;  that  eve¬ 
ry  thing  he  did  was  directed  by  the  will  of 
Heaven  ;  not  acting  herein  the  part  of  a  Ma¬ 
gician  or  Impojlor ,  as  fome  have  unjuftly 
afperfed  him ,  but  like  the  famed  Lawgivers 
of  Greece;  who>  to  make  their  good  defigns 
the  inore  effectual,  ufed  to  afcribe  the  inven¬ 
tion  of  their  own  Laws  to  the  Gods ;  and  more 
efpecially  like  Minos,  who  imputed  all  his  In - 
Jlitutions  to  Apollo  and  the  Delphic  Oracle . 

Such  a  declaration  as  this  from  fo  learned 
a  few,  in  defending  the  excellency  and 
pre-eminence  of  his  own  Religion ,  might 
teach  us  to  entertain  more  moderate  and 
qualified  fentiments  concerning  its  divine 
origin ,  as  well  as  the  divine  infpiration  of 
its  Founder ,  Mofes ;  which  whilft  afierted  in 
that  abfolute  and  unlimited  fenfe,  that  Di¬ 
vines  of  your  zeal  and  principles  contend 
for,  will  ever  prove  a  ftumbling  block  to 
men  of  underftanding,  and  obftrufl:  the 
advancement  of  Religion,  by  making  its 
Authority  queftionable  and  fufpe&ed. 

But  laying  afide  Authorities,  let’s  confi- 
der  a  little  on  which  fide  the  probability 
lies :  /Egypt  was  a  great  and  powerful  na¬ 
tion,  famed  every  where  abroad,  and  valu¬ 
ing 
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ing  themfelves  highly  at  home  for  their 
wifdom  and  learning ;  fo  that  the  Philofo - 
phers  and  Learned  of  all  countries  ufed  to 
travel  thither,  as  to  the  bejl  School  of  Arts 
and  Sciences  :  Pythagoras ,  we  read,  brought 
all  his  knowledge  from  thence,  and  com¬ 
plied  fo  far,  as  to  be  circumcifed  amongft 
them,  on  purpofe  to  procure  a  more  inti¬ 
mate  admijfion  into  their  myfleries  p. 

The  Jews ,  on  the  other  hand,  were  an 
obfcure  contemptible  people,  famed  for  no 
kind  of  literature;  fcarce  known  to  the 
polite  world,  till  the  Roman  Empire  dif- 
perfed  them ;  and  then  the  more  defpifed 
only  for  being  known:  they  had  been 
brought  out  of  A Egypt ,  according  to  the 
Scripture  account ,  in  fuch  a  manner,  as 
could  leave  no  impreflion  in  their  favour 
in  the  memory  of  the  /Egyptians-,  or,  as 
profane  Authors  fay,  had  been  expelled  by 
them  on  account  of  fome  filthy  dijeafe  i  ; 
Which  then  is  the  more  probable;  that  a 

f  'A 7to  ray  'Aiywrriav  i%Kviyxi  rot  tjj$  uvrov  Suidas. 

A’ 005  kcci  &c.  Clem.  Alex.  Strom.  1.  i«  p.  354. 

Edit.  Potter. 

Plurimi  au&ores  confentfunt,  orta  per  ^Egyptum  tabe, 
quse  corpora  foedaret.  Regem  Bocchorim,  adito  Hammoni*. 
Oraculo,  remedium  petentem,  purgare  regnum  &  id  ge¬ 
nus  hominum  ut  invifumDeis  alias  in  terras  a veh ere  juflum. 
Tacit.  Hift.  $.3. 

Dicunt  ALgyptii  Mofem  patria  Heliopolitem  effe,  unum 
e  Sacerdotibus,  ob  lepram  cum  aliis  pulfum.  Jof.  con.  A-^ 
pion,  1.  i.  31.  26.  Vid.  it.  Juftin.  1.  36.  c.  2. 

E  people 
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people  valuing  themfelves  fo  much  on 
their  wifdom,  ffiould  borrow  fo  remark¬ 
able  a  cuftom  from  a  Nation  they  always 
hated  and  defpifed  r ;  or  that  the  Law¬ 
giver  of  a  petty  infant  State  fhould  copy 
that,  as  well  as  many  other  of  his  confti- 
tutions,  from  the  praftice  of  a  great  and 
fourifhing  Kingdom  ? 

Befides,  thofe  who  affirm  Circumci/ion 
to  be  of  Hebrew  original ,  and  thence  pro¬ 
pagated  to  other  Nations,  have  no  one  Au¬ 
thor  of  Antiquity  tofupport  their  opinion, 
but  fuch  as  take  up  with  it  on  the  credit 
of  a  tradition  derived  from  the  fcriptural 
account  of  its  inftitution :  and  as  they  are 
deflitute  of  all  Authority,  fo  they  cannot 
agree  either  on  the  perfon  who  firft  intro¬ 
duced  it,  or  the. period  of  time  when  it  was 
fo  introduced  into  /Egypt.  Someafcribe  it 
to  Abraham  ;  fome  to  the  credit  and  ex¬ 
ample  of  Jofeph  ;  others  to  Jacob  and  his 
SonSy  upon  their  fettlemenc  in  AEgypt 
others  to  the  traffick  and  intercourfe  be¬ 
tween  the  Jews  and  A Egyptians ,  efpecially 
in  Solomons  time,  who  had  both  a  Jlrift 
alliance  and  commerce  with  them.  Now  tho* 
all  thefc  opinions  are  wholly  groundless 
and  irrational,  yet  none  of  them  feems  fo 


tiVCTfLi 

Aiyu7Tiot.  Jofeph.  con .  Ap. 
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improbable,  as  that  which  you  embrace  5 
that  this  cuftooi  was  carried  into  /Egypt 
by  Abraham's  pofterity  the  Arabian  IJh- 
maelites for  how  can  it  be  imagined, 
that  a  fee  of  wild  Arabs  or  wandring  Shep¬ 
herds ,  an  occupation  abominable  to  the  /Egyp¬ 
tians  of  all  men  the  mod  barbarous  and 
illiterate,  could  have  authority  enough 
with  a  polite  and  learned  Nation  to  eftabliih 
fo  odious  and  painful  a  cuflom  amongft 
them  ? 

Mofes ,  as  is  faid  above,  was  trained  in  all 
the  learning  of  the  /Egyptians  3  which  learn¬ 
ing  was  employed  more  efpecially  in  the 
fiudy  of  Theology :  they  were  held  the  firft 
inventers  of  religious  Rites  and  Ceremonies ,  of 
Pomps  and  Procejjions v.  And  where  was 
this  learning  of  his  more  likely  to  exert  it 
felf ;  where  could  we  fo  naturally  exped 
to  fee  its  influence,  as  in  forming  the  civil 
and  ecclef  aft ical  polity  of  his  new  Common¬ 
wealth?  But  whatever  effed  it  would  na¬ 
turally  have,  ’tis  certain,  that  the  ftrong 
inclination  of  the  people  for  all  /Egyptian 
cuftoms ,  their  eagernefs  to  relapfe  on  all  oc- 
cafions  into  /Egyptian  Idolatry ,  of  which 
we  have  fo  many  inftances  in  their  hifto- 
ry,  would  neceffarily  oblige  h.m  to  indulge 
them,  even  againft  his  will,  in  the  ufe  of 

?  60,  l  Gen.  xlvi.  34.  vHerodot.  1.  2.  lviii. 

E  2  many 
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many  rites  they  were  fo  fond  of:  his 
back  was  no  fooner  turned,  than  they  pre¬ 
vailed  with  Aaron  to  make  them  a  Golden 
Calf ;  which  was  nothing  elfe  but  recal¬ 
ling  the  worfhip  of  thecyEgyptian  God  Apis , 
reprefented  always  under  that  form x :  and 
the  fetting  up  the  brazen  Serpent  feems  to 
have  been  done  in  condefcenfion  to  the 
fame  humour ;  being  an  objedl  they  had 
been  ufed  to  reverence  in  syEgypt ;  where, 
from  the  Ifiac  "Table  of  Bembo,  the  Obelisks, 
and  other  A Egyptian  monuments,  it  appears, 
that  the  Image  of  a  Serpent  ereffed  in  that 
manner  on  a  pillar ,  had  extraordinary  ho¬ 
nours  and  a  fuperftitious  veneration  paid  to 
it  y.  And,  in  fa&,  we  fee  many  cuftoms 
and  conftitutions  in  the  Jewifi  laws ,  which 
are  evidently  derived  from  this  fource. 
Th t^yEgyptians  were  governed  by  laws  and 
cufloms peculiar  to  themfel ves,  and  different 
from  thofe  of  other  nations  z ;  were  more 
addi&ed  to  prodigies  and  miracles ,  than  any 
other  people  a  ;  had  one  High  Priejl ;  as 
well  as  an  hereditary  Priefthood,  defcend- 

x  Videtur  mihi  idcirco  Populus  Ifrael  in  folitudine  feciiTe 
fibi  caput  vituli  quod  colerct ;  ut  quod  in«d£gypto  didicerant 
vAieu  &  M vsdtv,  qui  Tub  figura  bourn  coluntur,  cffe  Deos,  hoc 
in  fua  fuperftitione  fervarent.  Hieron.  Comment,  in  Ofee 
jProph.  c.  4. 

r  Pier.  Valerian.  Hieroglyph.  1.  14.  it.  Eufeb.  Praep. 
Evang.  1.  1.  c.  10.  z  Herod.  1.  2.  xci.  *  lb.  lxxxii. 


(  33  > 

ing  from  Father  to  Son  b ;  fuffered  no  blemijh 
or  imperfeSlion  in  the  beaft  they  facrificedc ; 
were  fuperftitioufly  nice  and  fcrupulous 
about  wafting  and  cleanfing\hzm(t\\zs-9  nor 
durft  appear  at  divine  worfhip  when 
defiled  by  the  touch  of  any  thing  unclean  d ; 
would  not  fuffer  any  leprous perfon  to  come 
within  the  City e;  abhorred  fwine'sflejh  as 
impure  and  abommable  f.  All  which  cuftoms 
of  theirs  and  many  more,  that  we  meet 
with  in  the  Jewift  Law,  as  they  feem  the 
plain  effe&s  of  Mofess  Egyptian  learning ,  fo 
they  furnifh  ftill  the  more  ground  to  fufpedt 
that  Circumcifon  too  might  poffibly  nave 
the  fame  origin .  Spencer  on  this  very  ar¬ 
gument,  declares,  that  God ,  when  he  gave 
his  Law ,  thought  fit  to  tolerate  and  transfer 
into  his  own  worjlnp  many  cuftoms  and  infii - 
tutions  which  the  people  had  been  trained  up 
to  in  Egypt,  the  better  to  accommodate  himfelf 
to  their  humours  and  affeffions 

From  confidering  the  origin  of  Circumci - 
Jion ,  you  examine  the  Author  s  cavils  to  the 
thing  itfelf:  who  thinks  it  ftrange,  that  cut¬ 
ting  off  the  Foreskin  ( not  to  be  performed  with¬ 
out  great  pain  and  hazard)  could  have  been 

b  Herod.  1.  2.  xxxvii.  c  lb.  xxxviii.  d  lb.  xxxvi'i. 
xlvii,  Ixiv.  c  lb.  cxxxviii.  f  lb.  xlvii. 

g  D.um,  cum  legem  daret,  ritus  &  inftituta  non  pauca 
tolerafie  &  in  cultum  fuum  tranftulifTe,  &c.  de  Legib,  Heb. 
T.  1  •  1.  1.  c.  13. 
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ejteemed  a  religious  duty  acceptable  to  a  good 
and  gracious  God,  who  makes  nothing  in  vain, 
much  lefs  what  requires  cutting  off,  even  with 
extreme  danger  and  anguijh  h. 

In  anfwer  to  this  ;  as  to  th tpain  of  the 
operation,  you  reprefent  it  as  flight  and  in- 
conflderable,  and  make  no  more  of  cutting 
off  the  Foreskin ,  than  the  Navelflrmg  in  In¬ 
fants  fo  young1.  And  as  to  the  Hazard  of 
it,  you  contemn  the  very  thought,  and  jeer- 
ingly  call  upon  him  for  a  lifl  of  fuch,  as  had 
ever  died  of  it .  And  here  I  cannot  but  ex- 
pe£t,  that  he  will  return  your  own  com¬ 
pliment  upon  you:  what;  no  genius  for  Li¬ 
terature!  no  acquaintance  with  common  Cri - 
ticks  and  Commentators !  for  the  commoneft 
of  them  all  would  have  informed  you,  that 
the  pain  of  Circumciflon  was  not  only  very 
acute  and  grievous,  but  the  Hazard  of  it  too 
fo  great,  that  it  often  proved  mortal.  Spencer, 
in  the  words  of  Maimonides ,  tells  us,  That 
it  was  not  like  a  flight  hurt  of  the  leg ,  or  burn¬ 
ing  of  the  arm,  but  a  mofl  barjh  and  dan¬ 
gerous  thing,  not  to  be  undergone  without  fome 
hazard  of  life  k.  And  Lightfoot  informs  us, 
that  the  frequent  mortality  it  occafioned,  pro¬ 
duced  a  funding  law ;  that  when  any  per- 

h  P.  63.  1  P.  64.  kNam  non  eft  levisaliqua 

cruris  laefio  vel  brachii  aduftio,  fed  res  duriflima  &  difficil- 
lima,  nec  fine  vitae  difcrimine  quandoque  fubeunda.  Ds 
Leg.  Heb.  1.  1.  c.  14. 
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fon  had  loft  three  Children  fuccejftvely  by  the 
operation ,  he  was  to  be  excufed  from  circum - 
ciftng  the  reft  \  in  confequence  of  which  there 
were  actually  many  uncircumcifed  among  themy 
who ,  in  thofe  circumftancesy  were  efteemed  ftill 
to  be  in  all  points  as  good  Ifraelites,  and  even 
as  perfect  Priefts  as  any  of  the  reft.  This 
perhaps  will  ftartle  you,  who  have  talked 
fo  raflily  on  a  fubjeft  you  were  not  ac¬ 
quainted  with ;  and  you'll  be  the  more  fur- 
prized  to  find  a  Pofttive  Precept  fufpended 
by  human  Authority  for  civil  and  temporal 
ends ;  yet  you  will  fcarce  except  to  my 
Author,  who  was  both  learned  and  ortho¬ 
dox,  and  to  him  I  fhall  refer  you  for  the 
lift  you  infultingly  call  for  of  thofe  who  had 
died  by  the  operation  1 . 

As  to  the  other  part  of  the  Cavil,  that 
God  does  nothing  in  vain  \  you  anfwer ;  that 
the  Foreskin  was  not  made  in  vain  ->  that  in 
ordinary  cafes  it  was  better  to  have  it  on ,  than 
off but  for  extraordinary ,  it  was  wifely  con¬ 
trived,  that  there  might  be fomething  tofpare , 

1  You  will  wonder.  Reader,  to  hear  that  fome  Jews  were 
always  uncircumcifed  ;  yea,  that  fome  Priefts  not  circum- 
cifed  miniftred  at  the  Altar  ;  and  that  without  the  com¬ 
plaint  of  any,  and  indeed  without  any  fault — —Very  fre¬ 
quent  mention  is  made  in  the  Talmudifts  of  an  uncircum¬ 
cifed  Ifraelite,  and  an  uncircumcifed  Prieft  — If  the 

ftrft,  fecond,  third  Son  fhould  die  by  Circumcifion,  thofe 
that  were  born  after  were  not  circumcifed  ;  and  yet  lira- 
elites  in  all  refpe&s  j  Priefts  in  all  refpefts,  Lightf.  Vol.  II. 
p.  760. 
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fomething  to  cut  off  as  occajion  Jhould  require  m  : 
A  moft  admirable  Solution  ;  which  amounts 
juft  to  this  y  that  had  not  God  wifety  pro¬ 
vided  it,  he  could  never  have  ordered  it  to 
be  cut  off. 

But  iince  your  Author  is  fo  impertinent 
in  demanding  reafons  for  every  thing,  I 
wonder  you  would  not  oblige  him  with 
fome  of  thofe,  which  you r  favourites  the 
Criticks  have  collected  on  this  very  occa- 
fion;  which  fince  you  have  omitted,  I  (hall 
take  the  liberty  to  fupply,  by  prefenting 
him  with  one  or  two  furnifhed  by  the  fame 
Lightfoot.  "The  land  of  Canaan,  fays  he,  was 
bequeathed  to  Sem  by  his  Father  Noah  ;  be- 
caufe  Cham  and  his  Son  Canaan  had  derided 
Noah's  nakednefs :  when  therefore  the  land  was 
to  be  fettled  on  the  right  heirs  of  Sem ;  a  Seal 
and  an  Affurance  thereof  is  given  in  that  mem¬ 
ber,  which  had  been  derided  by  Canaan  to  the 
lofs  of  that  land.  ‘This  was  a  main  reafon  why 
males  alone  were  circumcifed,  and  why  in  that 
member  n. 

He  gives  the  reafon  alfo  why  it  was  to 
be  performed  always  on  the  eighth  day. 
That  as  there  were  feven  Nations  in  the  land , 
which  the  Ifraelites  were  to  fubdue,  fo  every 
child  of  Abraham  for  feven  days  was  like  the 
children  of  thofe  feven  Nations ,  but  on  the 

m  P*  65.  *  Lightfoot,  Vol.  I.  p.  464. 
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eighth  was  to  receive  Circumcifion>  the  pledge 
of  his  claim  to  that  land  °. 

*Tis  a  thoufand  pities  that  this  Adver - 
fary  of  yours  has  no  relijh ,  as  you  fay,  for 
this  kind  of  Literature  >  no  reverence  for 
Criticks  or  Commentator s%  for  could  he  be 
brought  once  to  this  tajle ,  we  fhould  foou 
fee  an  end  of  all  his  Scruples ,  nor  be  teized 
any  longer  with  the  impertinence  of  Cavils » 
Thus  where  the  over-nice  Gentleman ,  as  you 
call  him,  is  pleafed  to  cavil  at  God's  bemg 
faid  in  Scripture  fo  often  to  repent ;  you  tell 
him,  that  there's  notone  Commentator  of  note „ 
but  would  have  fet  him  right ,  had  he  been 
difpofed  to  learn ,  before  he  fet  up  to  teach  p. 
For  thefe  Commentators  would  have  told 
him,  I  prefume,  the  very  fame  thing  that 
you  do  in  the  words  immediately  following, 
viz.  that  God  is  unchangeable ,  and  repenteth 
not  in  a  proper fenfe  >  but  when  he  undoes  what 
he  had  before  done  $  or  changes  his  firjl  meafures , 
as  circumjlances  require ,  he  is  faid  to  repent : 
that  is  as  much  as  to  fay ;  God  is  really  and 
in  his  own  nature  unchangeable ,  unlefs  when 
occafion  requires  him  to  be  changeable ;  nor 
ever  changes  his  mindy  bm  as  oft  as  he  changes 
his  meafures . 

Strange  force  of  Prejudice!  that  fuch  a 
jingle  of  words  without  the  leaf  mixture  of 

!  p  P.  29. 
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fenfe  can  pafs  with  a  man  of  learning,  for 
a  grave  anfwer  to  an  Objection  fo  impor¬ 
tant. 

I  fhall  next  ccnfider  briefly  your  account 
of  the  Confufion  at  Babel :  a  Jlory  invented \ 
as  your  Adverfary  would  infinuate,  by  the 
Author  of  the  Pentateuch q,  to  account  for  the 
variety  of  languages  obfervable  in  the  worlds 
which  he  knew  not  how  to  folve  by  natural 
caufes .  But  here  again  you  tell  him  in  your 
ufual file ,  that  he  has  not  any  reafon  or  co¬ 
lour  of  reafon .  As  to  the  dory  itfelf,  every 
one  mud  needs  own  it  to  be  a  f  range  one  : 
Some  writers  allegorize  it,  to  a  meaning 
quite  different  from  the  letter  ;  others  in¬ 
terpret  it  fo  as  to  exclude  all  miracle  r :  but 
whatever  we  are  to  colled:  from  it,  5tis  cer? 
tain,  that  it  has  never  made  any  great  im- 
preflion  on  men  of  letters,  however  pious 
otherwife  and  religious  y  who  in  tracing  the 
origin  and  antiquity  of  the  feveral  languages , 
feldom  think  it  neceffary  to  run  back  to 
Babel  \  but  find  the  caufe  to  be  grounded  in 
reafon  and  nature  $  in  the  neceffary  mutability 
of  human  things ;  the  rife  and  fall  of  States 
and  Empires  $  change  of  modes  and  cuftoms \ 
which  neceffarily  introduce  a  proportionable 
change  in  language . 

s  P-  41-  f  See  CalmeC  fur  la  premiere 

langue.  p.  3,  &c. 
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*Tis  from  thefe  principles,  that  men  of 
learning  have  infaCtdemonftrated  the  caufes, 
and  deduced  the  hiftory  of  mofi  particular 
languages  from  their  fource  and  origin;  not 
only  of  thofe,  which  now  obtain,  but  of 
fuch  alfo,  as  tho’  once  flourifhing,  are  now 
no  longer  in  common  ufe  and  practice ;  as 
the  Greek ,  Latin ,  Italian ,  French ,  &c. 

Many  both  of  the  Ancients  and  Moderns* 
have  endeavoured  to  prove;  that  the  He¬ 
brew  was  the  JirJl  and  common  language  of 
all,  till  in  procefs  of  time,  thro5  the  influ¬ 
ence  of  the  caules  above  hinted  at,  all  other 
languages  fprang  out  of  it,  as  naturally,  as 
many  /boots  from  the fame  root ,  many  branches 
from  the fame  /lock  f. 

As  thefe  obfervations  are  grounded!  on 
faft,  and  the  teftimony  of  hiftory;  and  all 
the  variety  of  languages ,  that  have  ever  ob¬ 
tained  in  the  world,  may  be  accounted  for 
by  ordinary  and  natural  caufes,  which  ope¬ 
rate  in  the  fame  manner  at  this  day,  and 
will  always  continue  to  do  fo  as  long  as  the 
world  lafts;  as  this,  I  fay,  is  certain,  we 
cannot  but  allow  that  there’s  fome  colour  of 
reafon  in  your  Adverfarys  fiifpicion,  that 
the  Author  of  the  Pentateuch  for  want  of 
reflecting  on  the  natural  caufes  of  this  va- 

f  Ut  fcire  po'ffimus  Knguam  Hebralcam  omnium  lingua- 

efle  matriccm*  Hieron.  in  Sophon.  Proph.  c.  3.  v.  1 8. 
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fiety ,  thought  proper  to  have  recourfe  to 
miracle  and  the  intermediate  interpojition  of 
God ,  in  order  to  procure  the  greater  reve¬ 
rence  and  dignity  to  his  hiftory.  Efpecially, 
fince  without  any  fuch  miracle ,  as  all  men 
of  fenfe  will  allow,  the  fame  effect  muft 
neceflarily  have  followed  from  the  very  dif- 
perfon  and  propagation  of  mankind . 

But  to  examine  your  anfwer  to  this  Cavil . 
You  fay,  that  Mofes  in  that  place  is  not  ac¬ 
counting  fo  much  for  the  variety  of  languages 
(which  was  a  tnfe  in  comparifon)  as  for  the 
quick  dipper  fen  of  the  Sons  of  Noah  over  the 
face  of  the  earth — Thorns  and  Briars  were 
fpringing  up  every  where 5  Woods  and  Thickets 
fpreading  themjelves  around ,  wild  Beafts  en- 
creafng ;  and  all  this  while  the  Sons  of  Noah 
gathering  together  in  a  Clufer  and  defining 
to  continue Jo,  infiead  of  dijperfng  to  replenijh 
and  cultivate  the  earth .  God  would  not  bear 
their  loiterings  but  interpofed  miraculoufy  > 
and  by  confounding  their  languages  confounded 
their  ill-contrived projects z.  What  an  abfurd 
and  ridiculous  account  of  things  is  this  r 
The  Sons  of  Noah ,  it  feems,  had  formed  a 
confpiracy  to  fruftrate  the  defign  of  Provi¬ 
dence  in  peopling  the  world  ;  by  hanging  to¬ 
gether  in  clufer  s-,  refolving  neither  to  difperfe 
nor  cultivate  the  ground  ;  and  fo  muft  foon 

!  P-  42. 
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have  been  choaked  up  by  thorns  and  briars , 
mods  and  thickets ,  or  devoured  by  wild 
beafis ,  which  were  multiplying  apace  upon 
them,  had  not  God  miraculoufly  interpofed 
to  prevent  it.  ’Tis  well  however  for  the 
Scripture  you  are  vindicating ,  that  it  fur- 
nifties  no  ground  for  fuch  a  vindication  $ 
but  that  all  this  nonfenfe  is  purely  your 
own. 

For  from  the  Chapter  you  refer  to  v,  ’tis 
evident,  that  the  Sons  of  Noah  were  fo  far 
from  any  fuch  refolution  of  not  difperjing 
themfelves ,  that  they  had  already  begun  to 
difperfe  ;  had  actually  fent  off  a  Colony  from 
the  Eafi  to  the  Plains  of  Shinar .  About  an 
hundred  years  after  the  food ,  fays  Calmet% 
when  mankind  found  themfelves  too  numerous , 
to  be  able  to  continue  any  longer  together ,  they 
refolved  to  difperfe  themfelves ,  and  fend  out 
colonies  into  different  countries x.  For  this  is 
not  to  be  underftood,  fays  Biftiop  Patrick r, 
of  all  the  Pofterity  of  Noah ;  much  lefs  of 
Noah  himfelf ;  but  of  a  great  colony  of  them ; 
who  when  the  Eajl  was  much  peopled,  chcfe  to 
go  Wefward.  And  again;  they  continued \ 
fays  he,  in  the  mountainous  Countries  of  the 
Eajl,  till  they  grew  very  numerous  and  wanted 
room ;  and  then  defended  into  the  Plain ,  and 

v  Genef.  c.  xi.  *  Calmet  DifTert.  fur  la  premiere 
fangue.  p,  3.  ?  Comm,  on  Gen.  xi.  2. 
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feme  of  them  went  weftwardly.  And  even  thole*- 
who  had  marched  into  this  Plain ,  were  fo 
far  ftill  from  any  thought  of  hanging  toge¬ 
ther  in  clujlers ,  that  they  knew  and  clearly 
faw  that  it  would  foon  be  neceffary  for  them 
to  difperfe  ftill  further  into  other  parts  of  the 
Earth,  but  had  a  mind,  befor efuchdifper- 
Jion ,  to  evzGiiomzpublick  monument  of  their 
common  origin,  by  building  a  City  and  a 
*Tower  that  Jhould  reach  as  high  as  Heaven ; 
and  it  was  the  prefumption  and  arrogance 
of  thisdefign,  that  induced  God  to  baffle  it 
by  confounding  their  language*  y  and  to  difperfe 
them  from  that  place,  without  fuffering 
them  to  finifti  what  they  had  projected. 
This  is  all  that  can  be  colle&ed  from  this 
ftory,  by  any  rational  method  of  interpre¬ 
tation  :  and  the  ftory  itfelf  feems  introduced 
for  no  other  purpofe  but  to  account  for  the 
origin  of  the  different  languages  that  obtain 
in  the  world  :  nor  is  there  the  leaft  ground 
for  the  notion  of  their  hanging  together  in 
clujlers j  and  refolving  neither  to  feparate 
themfelves ,  nor  cultivate  the  ground  :  a  no¬ 
tion  wholly  extravagant  and  contradi&ory 
to  fenfe  ana  reafon  :  for  were  it  poffible  for 
them  to  form  fuch  a  defign,  it  could  not 
be  poffible  to  execute  it :  a  multitude  daily 

z  Qaoniam  de  pcena  venit  multiplicatio,  mutation©  lm- 
gitarum.  Airguit,  de  Civ.  Dei,  1.  16.  c.  it. 
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growing  cannot  hang  together  in  clufters  5 
muft  of  necefiity  difperfe ,  in  proportion  to 
the  encreafe  of  their  numbers ;  want  of  room 
will  force  them  to  feek  new  quarters ;  want 
of  food  to  cultivate  the  earth :  and  you  may 
as  well  tell  us  of  waters  gathering  together 
on  heaps ,  as  of  multitudes  gathering  in  clufters 
to  prevent  their  own  difperfion.  I  know 
no  animals,  that  hang  fo  much  in  clufters 
as  Bees ,  yet  even  thefe  difperfe  themfelves 
every  year,  and  fend  out  colonies ,  as  oft  as 
the  old  Hive  becomes  too  narrow  for  the 
entertainment  of  their  encreafed family:  the 
fame  nature,  that  pufhes  the  infant  forward 
from  the  narrow  womb  into  the  wide  worlds 
and  from  childhood  ftretches  him  out  to  ?nan , 
will  always  oblige  a  growing  people  to 
fpread  and  enlarge  themfelves  as  foon  as 
their  cluftering  together  becomes  uneafy  and 
inconvenient. 

I  cannot  imagine  then  whence  you  took 
this  filly  notion,  unlefs  from  the  picture  of 
Hobbes  s  Leviathan ;  where  we  fee  juft  fuch 
a  refractory  multitude  as  you  deferibe,  all 
cluftered  up  together  into  one  gigantick  Figure, 
as  if  refolved  and  prepared  in  that  collected 
form  to  combat  heaven  itfelf. 

After  all  j  you  conclude  this  article  with 
great  feeming  complacency  and  fatisfa&ion 
in  the  clearnefs  of  your  folution ;  wonder¬ 
ing  what  pofjible  Offence  your  adverfarv  can 

t^ke 
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take  at  it,  and  defying  him  to  furnifh  a  bet - 
ftr  rationale  of  it  than  you  have  given.  But, 
pray  Sir,  what  has  he  to  do  to  give  any  ra¬ 
tionale  at  all  of  a  ftory,  which  he  does  not 
believe  ?  Or  fhould  he  frankly  confefs  that 
he  cannot  find  a  better,  yet  I  would  not 
advife  you  to  triumph  toofoon,  left  he  fhould 
reply,  that  ’tis  for  that  very  reafon  he  rejedts 
the  whole  ftory,  becaufe  there  j  no  better 
folution  of  it  than  yours  to  be  had ;  and  he 
cannot  take  up  with  a  rationale,  that  has 
not  a  fcrap  of  reafon  or  fenfe  in  it. 

I  fhail  not  trouble  myfelf  with  following 
you  any  further  through  your  Anfwers  to 
the  Objections  of  this  Author:  I  have  already 
faid  enough  to  fhew  the  Truth  of  what  is 
above  hinted,  that  the  tafk  you  have  un¬ 
dertaken  of  vindicating  the  particular  texts 
of  Scripture  from  cavil  and  exception  ,•  or 
ref  cuing,  as  you  fay,  the  Word  of  God from 
reproach  and  blafphemy ,  is  much  more  likely 
to  furnifh  matter  for  new  Scandal,  than 
extinguifh  the  old:  for  this,  as  far  as  my 
experience  has  reached,  has  always  been, 
and  will  for  ever  be  the  confequence  of  this 
method  of  defending  Religion:  fince  ’tis  built 
upon  a  wrong  principle,  and  proceeds  upon 
a  fyjlem ,  that  cannot  be  maintained,  viz.  * 
that  every fmgle  pa f age  of  the  Scriptures,  we  i 
call  Canonical,  mujl  needs  be  received,  as  the  j 
4  very  j 


Very  word  and  as  the  mice  of  God  him* 
felfo  This  notion,  which  you  everywhere 
inculcate,  as  ’tis  falfe  in  itfelf,  fo  muft  ne« 
ceflarily  lead  you  into  error  and  abfurdity, 
and  expofe  you  to  the  contempt  and  ridicule 
$f  alt  rational  men,  who  can  never  em¬ 
brace  an  Hypothecs,  however  confidently  af«? 
ferted,  which  they  fee  contrary  to faff  and 
the  plain  conviction  of  their  fenfes . 

*Tis  the  Obfervation  of  a  late  grave  Au~ 
i.hor,  much  verfedinrefledtions  of  this  kind* 
that  there’s  no  greater  caufe  of  modern  infi¬ 
delity^  than  that  forne  opinions  and  rites  are 
carried  to  fuch  an  immoderate  height ,  as  ex<* 
pofes  the  abfurdity  of  them  to  all  men  of  com* 
mon  fenfe ;  who  out  of  indignation  and  an  ex 
cefiive  renitence ,  not  feparating  that  which 
is  true ,  from  that  which  is  falfe ,  are  apt  to 
fall  into  the  contrary  extreme /  a  contempt  of 
all  Religion  \ 

And  what  better  effedt  can  we  expedl 
from  your  prefent  vindication  of  Scripture \ 
where,  at  every  objedtion,  you  give  the  a~ 
larm ;  of  affronting  God  to  his  face  5  bidding 
defiance  to  the  undoubted  truths  of  Gods  run* 
ning  into  downright  blafphemyy  J hooting  up 
arrows  againfi  Heaven ,  &c.  ?  Your  Adverfary 
cavils  at  Circumcifion ;  it  is  faff,  you  fay* 
ihat  God  did  require  Circumcifion ,  and  who 

®  Religion  of  Nature  delineated,  p,  6c. 

G  .  dr{ 


(  +i) 

tirt  thou  that  repliejl  againjl  God  ?  Yoi i 
tfell  us,  that  the  modejl  way  of  opposing  a 
Revelation ,  pretended  to  be  divine ,  is  not  to 
Examine  the  internal  merit  of  its  doctrines, 
but  the  external  evidence  of  the  fad::  but 
this  is  certainly  lofing  time,  and  beginning 
at  the  wrong  end  $  fince  ’tis  allowed  on  all 
hands,  that  if  any  narration  can  be  {hetvn 
to  be  falfe,  any  doBrine  irrational  of  im¬ 
moral  ;  ’tis  not  all  the  external  evidence  in 
the  world  that  can  of  ought  to  convince 
us,  that  fuch  a  doBrine  comes  from  God. 

For  my  own  part,  as  I  have  no  kind  of 
intereft  to  ferve  by  the  belief  of  eftablifli- 
fhent  of  any  opinion,  befides  my  private 
{hare  in  the  good  it  may  do  to  thePublick, 
fo  it  is  the  ftudy  and  bufinefs  of  my  life  in 
every  enquiry,  v^hether  Cm/,  Natural ,  of 
Religion to  fearch  for  and  embrace  the 
! Truth  or,  where  that  is  not  certainly  to’ 
be  had,  what  comes  the  next  to  it,  proba¬ 
bility .  And  as  in  the  prefent  queftion,  ’tis 
my  perfuafion,  that  this  way  of  vindicating 
Scripture  cannot  poffibly  do  any  fervice, 
but  probably  much  harm  to  the  Caiife  you 
are  defending  ;  fo  I  thought  myfelf  obliged 
by  a  regard  to  T ruth  and  the  common  Reli¬ 
gion  we  ptofefs  ;  to  difcourage,  as  far  as  I 
am  able,  the  progfefs  of  a  work,  which  is 

likely 
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likely  to  be  attended  with  fuch  ill  confe* 
quences  :  and  if  in  theft  Remarks ,  (where 
I  have  endeavoured  rather  to  fhew  the 
weaknefs  of  your  reafoning,  than  declare 
any  fentiments  of  my  own)  I  haye  ufed  any 
expreffions  of  ffiarpnefs  or  feverity,  ipore 
than  the  nature  of  the  Subject  required* 
they  are  not  to  be  charged  op  any  envy  to 
your  merit,  or  fpleen  to  your  perfon,  but 
to  an  indignation  raifed  in  me,  to  fee  you 
dictate  fo  arbitrarily ,  and  decide  fo  dogmati¬ 
cally  in  points  of  the  utmoft  difficulty  and 
uncertainty  j  and  in  queftions  where  hardly 
two  Commentators  have  ever  agreed  in  the 
fame  folution ,  contemn  all  objedions  as  flight 
and  trivial*,  as  the  meer  effedts  of  ignorance 
or  malice  j  and  beftow  the  titles  of  Pool,  and 
Idiot,  qn  fuch  as  differ  from  you  in  opinion, 
either  of  the  Authority  or  Interpretation  of 
the  texts  you  are  handling. 

Yet  after  all,  what  wonderful  conviction 
have  you  wrought  $  what  feats  have  you 
done,  towards  refcuing  the  word  of  God from 
cavil  and  reproach ?  In  the  hifiory  of  mans 
fall ,  you  have  fixed  ap  interpretation  upon 
it,  which  Jhfhop  Patrick  declares  to  be  both 
ftmple  and  incredible .  In  the  cafe  of  C/r- 
cumcifon ;  infteadof  fhewing  your  Adverfa-? 
rys  ignorance ,  you  have  betrayed  jour  own  $ 
by  denying  that  to  be  painful  or  hazardous , 
^thich  for  the  pain  of  it  was  often  mor~> 
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iahy  nor  allowing  the  leajl  colour  of  reafoa 
to  an  objection  grounded  in  probability % 
and  confirmed  by  exprefs  tejiimony .  Laftly, 
in  the  ftory  of  Babely  all  that  you  have 
faid  is  little  better  than  jargon ;  unfupported 
by  Scripture ;  contrary  to  reafon\  and  mu  ft 
needs  appear  ridiculous  to  all  men  of  uri- 
derftandirig. 

And  now,  Sir,  I  leave  you  to  contemplate 
the  merit  of  your  great  a  chievements;  a 
pleafure  which  has,  I’m  afraid,  been  fome- 
tvhat  interrupted  by  the  roughncfs  of  this 
Addrefs ;  and  to  fhew  my  own  impartiali¬ 
ty,  and  that  I  am  drawn  into  this  contro- 
verfy  by  no  other  motive  but  a  fincerc 
love  to  truth,  and  a  fincere  refolution  to 
embrace  it  where-ever  it  is  to  be  found  ;  I 
(hall  proceed  to  ufe  the  fame  freedom  with 
your  Adverfary ,  by  fketching  out  a  Plan  or 
rough  Draught  of  fuch  an  Artfwer  to  him, 
as  would  in  my  judgment  be  the  moll  ef¬ 
fectual  to  confute  and  overthrow  his  whole 

Jlypothefis. 

* 

The  Defign  of  this  Author  is  to  (hew, 
that  the  Chrifian  Religion ,  as  ' tis  now 
pradtifed  amongft  is,  is  not  only  ufelefs , 
but  mifcbievous  ;  that  the  Light  of  ReaJ'on , 
or  Religion  of  Nature ,  is  the  only  Guide  we 
ought  to  truft  to  ;  being  a  perfett  and  com¬ 
plete  rule  of  duty  in  all  cajes 3  both  t (/wards 
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@od  and  Man ;  and  confequently,  that 
ChriJUanity  ought  to  be  abolifhed ,  and  Rea- 
^//advanced  in  its  place  as  the  Publick  and 
National  Religion. 

That  this  is  the  main  defgn  of  his  Book* 
there  needs  no  pains  to  prove ;  *tis  evident 
to  all  who  read  it  ;  and  the  Author  himfelf 
1  dare  fay,  will  not  deny  it.  On  this  foun¬ 
dation  then,  his  whole  fcheme  may  eafily 
be  fhewn,  even  upon  his  own  principles,  to 
be  both  irrational  and  immoral :  irrational \ 
becaufe  impoflible  to  be  reduced  to  practice  $ 
immoral ,  becaufe,  if  pojjible ,  yet  pernicious 
and  hurtful  to  the  Publick. 

The  firft  may  be  proved,  by  the  tefti- 
piony  of  all  ages;  which  teaches  us,  that 
Reafon ,  whatever  force  and  ftrength  it  might 
have  in  particular  men,  yet  never  had  cre¬ 
dit  or  authority  enough  in  the  world  to  be 
received  as  a  publick  and  authentick  Rule 
either  of  Religious  or  Civil  Life ;  this  is  al¬ 
lowed  by  all  the  great  Reafoners  of  the 
Heathen  World,  and  the  experience  of  its 
infufjiciency  as  a  Guide  of  Life ,  is  given  by 
many  of  them  as  the  very  caufe  of  the  in¬ 
vention  and  eftablifliment  of  Religion :  that 
the  authority  of  the  latter  c ,  might  refrain, 
ihofe  whom  the  former  had  been  found  too 

*  Ut,  quos  ratio  non  polTet  eos  ad  officium  Religio  dis¬ 
cern.  Gie.  Nat.  Deor.  1 1.  42. 
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'weak  to  keep  in  order .  rfhe  life  of  man. ,  ac- 
cording  to  Euripides  d,  was  once  like  that* of 
beajls ,  governed  by  force  and  violence ;  laws 
were  then  contrived  to  repel  injufice ;  but 
when  thefe  proved  fill  infujjtcient>  Religion 
was  at  lafl  invented .  By  whofe  myfteries ,  as 
'Tully  observes c,  men  from  afavage  life  be¬ 
came  formed  and  cultivated ,  as  it  were,  t$ 
humanity . 

Tis  then  a  confefled  tyaxim  of  the  An¬ 
cients ,  that  Reafon  had  not  light  or  force 
enough  to  guide  ma?ikind  in  a  courfe  of 
Virtue  and  Morality  :  in  confequence  of 
which  we  find  in  fa<S,  from  the  records  of 
all  Hiftory ,  that  there  never  was  a  nation 
in  the  world,  whofe  publick  Religion  was 
formed  upon  the  plan  of  Nature ,  and  in- 
ftituted  on  the  principles  of  meer  Reafon  : 
but  that  all  Religions  have  ever  derived 
their  Authority  from  the  pretence  of  a  Di¬ 
vine  Original ,  and  a  Rev  elation  from  Heaven. 
This  our  Author  himfelf  in  many  places 
acknowledges,  declaring,  that  there  never 
was  a  time  or  place  without  fome  traditional 
Religion  or  pretended  Revelation  f. 

Such  an  univerfal  confent  mull  needs  be 
owing  to  an  univerfal  conviction  and  expe- 

A  Vid.  Plutarch,  de  Placitis  Philofophor.  1.  i.  c.  7. 

*  Quibus  ex  agrefti  immanique  vita  exculti  ad  huma*dte~ 
tem  &  mitigati  fumus.  Cic,  jie  Legib.  2..  14, 

[  P.  184.  299.  Chriftian.  as  old,  &c. 


47' 

tience  of  the  injufficiency  of  Reafon ;  and 
feems  to  be  the  voice  of  Nature  diiclaim^ 
ing  it  as  a  Guide  in  the  cafe  of  Religion  ; 
and  thus  our  Author  s  Scheme ,  by  the  con- 
feffion  of  all  Antiquity ,  and  even  by  his  own ^ 
muft  appear  foolijh  and  irrationaly  in  at¬ 
tempting  to  fet  up  that  for  a  perfect  rule  of 
life,  which  from  the  nature  of  things  ne¬ 
ver  was  or  could  be  received  as  fuch  in  any 
age  or  country  whatfoever. 

Should  he  then  gain  his  end,  and  actual¬ 
ly  demolifh  Chrijlianity,  what  would  be  the 
confequence;  what  the  fruit  of  his  labours* 
but  confufion  and  diforder;  till  fome 
other  traditional  Religion  could  be  fettled 
in  its  place;  till  we  had  agreed  to  recall 
either  the  Gods  of  the  old  World \  Jupiter 9 
Minerva,  Venus ,  &c«  or  with  the  Idolaters 
Of  the  new ,  to  worfhip  Sun,  Moon  and  Stars ; 
or  inflead  of  Jefus,  take  Mahomet  or  Con¬ 
fucius  for  the  Author  of  our  Faith  ?  And 
hence  may  be  demonftrated  the  immorality 
alfo  of  his  Scheme ,  even  upon  his  own  prin¬ 
ciples. 

For  fhould  we  allow  Chrijlianity  to  be  a 
meer  Impoflure ,  on  a  level  only  with  all  the 
other  Impoflures  that  have  obtained  in  the 
World;  it  would  not  be  difficult  to  fhew 
fromth  Q  dictates  of  Reafon,  that  an  attempt 
to  overturn  it,  m  'tis  nowefablijhed  by  Law9 
derived  from  our  AnceJlors%  confirmed  by 
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the  belief  and  pradtice  of  fo  many  ages,  mud 
be  criminal  and  immoral . 

The  Moralijls  of  the  Heathen  World,  tho5 
they  clearly  faw  the  cheat  and  forgery  of 
the  efablifhed  Religion ,  yet  always  perfuade 
and  recommend  a  fubmiffion  to  it;  well 
knowing  what  mifchief  muft  needs  befal 
the  State  by  the  fubverfion  of  conftieution& 
fo  greatly  reverenced  by  the  people.  So¬ 
crates,  when  condemned  to  die  on  pretence 
of  fubverting  the  Religion  of  his  Country t 
denies  the  charge,  and  appeals  to  all  who 
knew  him,  whether  he  did  not  conftantly 
comply  with  the  Publick  Worfhip  s.  And 
Cicero ,  our  Author  himfelf  allows*  often 
preffes  upon  his  countrymen  afiriB  obfervance 
of  all  the  religious  Rites  eftablifhed  by  Autho¬ 
rity,  and  declares  all  thofe  worthy  of  the  lajl 
funifhment ,  who  fhould  attempt  to  dijlurh 
thefn .  And  tho*  he  was  himfelf  an  Augur ^ 
yet  he  is  fo  far  from  dijfembling  on  that  ac¬ 
count,  as  this  man  foolifhly  infinuates  \ 
that  he  declares  the  whole  bufmefs  of  Augury 
to  be  a  meer  fidtion  ;  and  tho*  it  might 
have  been  received  at  firfl  on  an  opinion  of 
its  real  ufe  in  Divination,  yet  when  that  opi¬ 
nion  was  worn  off,  it  was  vjifely  retained  for 

*  Xenophon.  Apolog.  pro  Socratc, 
r  i  59* 
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the fake  of  Government,  and  the  influence  it 
had  on  the  peace  of  the  Republick  K 

The  Athenians ,  upon  rebuilding  their 
City  deftroyed  by  Xerxes ,  enquiring  of  the 
Oracle,  what  religious  Rites  they  Jhould  re¬ 
vive,  were  anfwered,  fuch  as  the  cujlom  and 
laws  of  their  Country  had  confecratedK 
The  Philofopher  Protagoras  having  decla¬ 
red  in  a  book  of  his,  that  as  to  the  Gods , 
whether  they  really  exifled  or  not  exifled,  he 
had  nothing  to  fay ;  the  Athenians  banifhed 
him  their  territories,  and  ordered  his  book  to 
be  burnt1.  And  ’twas  the  fear  of  the  fame 
punijhment ,  that  retrained  Epicurus  from 
fpeaking  his  mind  freely  on  the  fame  Jub- 
jeB‘,  aftd  tho’  he  believed  nothing  of  the 
Gods,  yet  obliged  him  i nwords at leaft  to  aU 


*  Non  fumes  ii  nos  Augures,  qui  avium  reliquorumve 
ftgnorum  obfervatione  futura  dicamus.  De  Div.  2.  33. 

Nec  vero  non  omni  fupplicio  digni  P.  Clodius,  Sc  L, 
Tuniui,  qui  contra  Aufpicia  navigaverunt — parendum  enim 
fuit  religioni,  nec  patrius  mos  repudiandus,  &c.  Ibid. 

Exiftimo  jus  Augurum,  etli  divinationis  opinione  princi  • 
pio  eonftitutum  fit,  tamen  poftea  Reipublicse  caufa  confer- 
vatum.  Ibid.  33. 

Cfrdiar  abHarufpicina,  quam  ego  reipublicas  caufa,  com- 
munifque  Religionis  colendam  cenfeo.  Ibid.  12. 

k  Cic.  de  Legib.  1.  2.  16. 

1  Cic.  de  Nat*  Deor.  1.  23.  Protagoras,  cum  in  prin- 
cipio  libri  fui  lie  pofuifiet;  de  Divis,  neque  ut  lint,  neque 
tit  non  lint,  habeo  dicere  ;  Athenienlium  juffu,  urbe  atque 
agro  eft  exterminatus,  librique  ejus  in  condone  combuftK 
De  Nat.  Deor.  1.  1.  23. 
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low  their  exijlence  m.  Euripides  too,  as 
Plutarch  informs  usn,  when  for  fear  of  the 
Court  of  Areopagus  he  durfl  not  openly  ridi¬ 
cule  the  Religion  of  his  Country ,  contrived  to  do 
it  covertly  under  the  feigned  characters  of 
perfons  introduced  in  his  Plays .  And  when 
Diagoras  went  fo  far  as  openly  to  deride 
their  myfleriesy  they  proclaimed  a  great  re¬ 
ward  to  any  oney  who  fhould  kill  him  °. 

Thefe  were  the  maxims ,  thefe  the  prin - 
ciplesy  which  the  light  of  Nature  fuggefted, 
which  Reafon  dictated ;  and  from  thefe  in- 
ftances  our  Author  may  fee  how  his  Attempt 
would  have  been  treated  by  a  people  the 
moil  famed  for  learning  and  politenefs  of 
any  of  the  Heathen  World:  It  would  have 
been  thought  worthy  of  the  lajl  punifhment ; 
his  book  burnt ;  himfelf  baniflied . 

And  this  may  ferve  withal  to  (hew  his 
ignorance  of  Antiquity,  in  magnifying,  as 
he  does  on  all  occafions,  the  moderation  of 
Pagan  Governments ,  in  oppofition  to  Chris¬ 
tian  ;  that  they  indulged  an  univerfal  liberty , 
never  perfecuted  for  Religion ,  never  quarrel¬ 
led  about  their  Gods  p  :  for  he  quite  miftakes 
the  matter ;  'tis  not  the  Believers  of  Reli- 

m  Video  nonnullis  videri,  Epicurum,  ne  in  offenfionem 
Athenienfium  caderet,  verbis  reliquifie  Deos,  &c.  Ib.  30. 
n  Plutarch  de  Piacitis  Philofoph.  1.  1.  c.  7. 

®  CiMyoQUTU?icivToy  szsxtfv%civu  uvtov  etvttot,  &c.  Jofeph,  j 
contr.  Ap.  i.  2.  37.  it.  Suid.  in  Diagor. 
p  P.  101. 

gion,  ; 


(  51  ) 

giofg9  (but  Infidels  and  Atheifls,  who  in  every 
country  have  always  been  the  feverefl  per- 
fecutorSy  and  cruellejl  opprejjors  of  all  Civil  as 
well  as  Religious  Liberty .  For  as  this  life 
is  their  all,  they  are  the  more  jealous  in 
guarding  it  $  the  more  fevere  in  fuppref- 
ling  every  innovation  in  pradice  or  opinion, 
which  might  tend  poffibly  to  difturb  their 
repofe  :  this  is  the  conftant  obfervation  of 
all  who  are  verfed  in  hiftory,  efpecially  in 
that  of  the  Jews  $  where  the  PharifeeSy 
however  flrifit  in  the  Obfervance  of  their 
Religion ,  were  always  mild  and  gentle  in  the 
Seat  of  Judgment ;  whereas  the  Sadducees , 
tho*  little  concerned  for  Religion ,  were  moll 
implacable  and  rigorous  anhnadverters  on  every 
flight  tranfgreflion  of  the  Law  a. 

Were  Chriflianity  then  to  be  treated  as  a 
meer  Impoflure ;  on  a  level  only  with  the 
other  ImpoftureSy  that  have  been  received 
in  the  world ;  yet  in  this  view  we  fee  plain¬ 
ly  from  the  dictates  of  Reafon  and  our  Au¬ 
thor’s  own  principles ,  that  an  attempt  to  fu fa- 
vert  it  is  both  irrational  and  immoral:  but 
Ihould  we  conlider  it  as  the  befl  of  all  other 
Religions ;  the  belt  contrived  to  promote 
publick  peace  and  the  good  of  fociety j  and 
what  our  Author  in  his  own  book  has  de~ 
monftrated,  as  coming  the  nearelt  of  all 

5  J°feph.  Antiq.  1.  13.  i0.  it.  20.  8.  it.  de  Bell.  Jud.  2.  8. 
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others  to  his  perfect  law  of  Reafon  and  Na¬ 
ture:  Then  his  crime  will  be  aggravated 
in  proportion,  as  he  feeks  to  deftroy  a  bet¬ 
ter  fyftem  of  Religion ,  in  order  to  introduce 
a  worfe-,  fince,  as  is  faid  above,  fome  tra¬ 
ditional  Religion  or  other  muft  always  take 
place,  as  neceflary  to  keep  the  world  in 
order. 

KTis  the  tendency  of  actions,  fays  he  r, 
which  makes  them  either  good  or  bad  :  thofey 
that  tend  to  promote  huma%  happinefs  are  al¬ 
ways  good ;  thofe ,  that  have  a  contrary  ten¬ 
dency ,  always  bad :  and  this  he  declares  to 
be  a  never  failing  rule ,  to  judge  of  actions 
by  their  tendency  f :  let’s  judge  him  then  by 
his  own  rule . 

The  tendency  of  his  book  is  to  abolifh 
Chriftianity ,  and  fet  up  Reafon  in  its  place  \ 
the  thing  it  felf  is  impradlicable ,  the  attempt 
therefore  foolijh  and  irrational . 

The  tendency  of  it  is  to  djfturb  the  pub- 
lick  peace,  by  overturning  a  Religion  derived 
from  our  Anceftors;  eftablifhed  by  publick 
Authority;  reverenced  by  the  people;  ’tis 
mifchievous  therefore,  and  dangerous  to  the 

The  tendency  of  it  is  to  abolifh  a  rational 
and  well  formed  fyftem  of  Morality ,  to  efta- 
blifli  a  lefs perfect  one  in  its  place ;  ’tis  there- 
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fore  criminal  and  immoral ’  Thus  without 
entring  into  particulars ,  or  undertaking  to 
vindicate  all  the  Jingle  texts  excepted  to, 
which  can  ferve  only  to  multiply  cavils  and 
perpetuate  difputes ,  our  Authors  general 
Scheme  may  at  once  be  confuted,  and  that 
by  the  moft  effedual  and  decifive  way  of 
confutation,  the  confequence  of  his  own 
principles. 

The  general  dodrine,  which  our  Author 
profefles  to  eftablifh  is,  that  the  Chrijlian 
Religion  is  nothing  elfe  but  a  Republication  of 
the  Law  of  Nature ,  and  cannot  be  true  and 
obligatory  any  farther ,  than  as  it  correfponds 
entirely  with  that  original  Law  :  and  for 
this  he  has  produced  the  concurrent  teftU 
mony  of  all  our  principal  Divines ,  efta- 
blifhing  the  fame  opinion  as  expreily  as  he 
himfelf  had  done ;  and  that  they  are  fincere 
in  this  declaration,  and  adually  pradife 
what  they  preach,  he  himfelf  allows  and 
effedually  proves  in  many  inftances.  I  have 
Jhewn  you ,  fays  he  t,  by  a  number  of  in - 
fances,  where  Divines  themfelves  own ,  that 
though  the  literal  fenfe  of  Scripture  be  ever 
fo  plain ,  yet  it  mufi  not  ftand  in  competition 
with  what  our  Reafon  tells  us ,  &c.  And 
again,  Do  not  all  interpret  Scripture  fo,  as 
to  make  it  agreeable  to  the  touchfione  of 
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all  Religion ,  the  Nature  and  Reafon  of 
\ Things  v  ? 

What's  the  meaning  then  of  all  this 
clamour  ?  What  is  it  that  he  quarrels  at  ? 
Our  Divines  not  only  agree  with  him  in 
his  general  principle,  but  actually  put  |it  in 
execution,  and  reduce  it  to  practice.  Why, 
becaufe  there  are  ftill  behind  a  few  things , 
(mark  the  expreflion,  for  ’tis  his  own)  a 
few  only ,  which  their  fuperfition  has  made 
them  interpret  otherwise  * .  This  is  the 
ground  of  all  that  fpleen,  which  he  fo 
frankly  exerts  againft  the  whole  order  of 
Priefs ;  that  tho'  they  agree  with  him 
almoft  in  every  thing ,  yet  dare  to  differ 
from  him  in  any  thing ;  and  prefume  to 
interpret  a  few  things  fo,  as  not  to  fatisfy 
his  fupreme  and  perfect  Reafon. 

Here  we  fee  a  fpecimen  of  his  candor 
and  equity  ;  here  the  fruits  of  that  be¬ 
nevolent  principle ,  that  charitable  Religion , 
which  the  light  of  Reafon  p refer ibes  ;  that 
Governments  mujl  be  difturbed,  Churches 
dijfolved ,  Priefs  profcribedy  becaufe  they 
will  not  in  every  point  fubmit  to  his  in¬ 
fallible  Reafon.  What  he  fays  of  Dr.  Ro¬ 
gers  may  much  morejuftly  be  applied  to 
himfelf.  The  Doctor  is  againfi  the  Popfr 
of  Rome,  but  'tis  to  fet  himfelf  up  in  his 

T  ?•  425*  *  P*  347- 
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jlead  y .  For  the  Pope ,  we  know,  indulges 
his  followers  in  many  particular  Super - 
Jiitions  of  their  own,  if  they  will  but 
fwallow  the  main  and  grofs  of  his  do&rines ; 
but  this  rational  Protejlant  will  not  fuffer 
even  his  Teachers ,  thoJ  agreeing  with  him 
in  the  main^  to  diflent  from  him  in  a 
few  particulars .  And  is  not  this ,  to  ufe 
his  own  words,  Popery ,  even  worfe  than 
Roman  Popery  *  ? 

The  fundamental  maxim  on  which  his 
whole  attempt  and  all  his  hopes  of  fuc- 
cefs  from  it  feems  to  reft,  is,  that  God 
cannot  enjoin  as  a  part  of  Religion ,  any 
arbitrary  or  poftive  precepts ,  which  do 
not  diredly  flow  from  the  reafon  and  na¬ 
ture  of  things :  or  what  comes  to  the 
fame,  that  he  cannot  oblige  us  to  any 
thing  as  a  duty,  whofe  natural  excellency 
and  tendency  to  Morality  we  do  not  im¬ 
mediately  difcover  by  Reafon  and  the  Light 
of  Nature .  This  is  the  main  article  of 
his  rational  Creed \  this  the  fingle  point , 
as  he  fays,  that  muji  decide  the  quejlion  a; 
for  which  reafon  I  thought  it  neceffary 
to  fpend  a  word  or  two  upon  it. 

And  here  again,  inftead  of  fquabbling 
with  him  about  the  real  or  comparative 
excellency  of  the  Precepts  he  refers  to,  I 
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/hall  purfue  the  fame  method,  of  turning 
his  own  artillery  upon  him,  and  endeavour 
by  his  own  reafoning  to  confute  this  fa¬ 
vourite  pofition  of  his  5  which  may  be 
done,  I  think,  by  the  very  arguments  he 
makes  ufe  of  to  eftablifh  it.  Of  which  I 
fliall  produce  two  inftanccs. 

The  firft  is  an  argument  formed  from 
the  fimilar  conduct  of  God  towards  us, 
in  the  contrivance  of  his  vifible  Worksi 
and  of  hisLdkvs.  If  God's  Works ,  fays  heb, 
jhew  infinite  Wifdom ,  there's  no  reafon  to 
imagine  but  that  his  Laws  do  the  fame,  &c. 
And  in  cd&sluding  the  argument,  God  for¬ 
bid,  that  any  oj  his  Laws  have  not  imprefi 
fed  on  them  the  fame  char  after  of  the  high - 
efi  Wifdom  and  Goodnefs ,  that  is  imprejjed 
on  the  whole  frame  of  Nature ,  and  on  every 
part  of  it. 

Now  to  prove  any  thing  from  thefe 
premifes,  the  argument  ought  to  run  thus : 

God  forbid ,  that  in  the  whole  frame  of 
God's  Laws  there fiooidd  not  be  the  fame  proof 
of  his  Wifdom  as  in  the  whole  frame  of  his 
Works .  This  is  the  only  conclufion  that 
can  be  drawn  from  a  comparifon  of  his 
Laws  and  Works ;  in  which  every  rational 
Chriftian  mull  needs  have  agreed  with 
him.  But  then  this  is  fo  far  from  prov- 
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ing  what  he  infers  from  it,  that  it  proves 
juft  the  contrary,  and  overturns  the  main 
principle  of  his  book.  For  though  the 
wife  of  all  ages  have  from  the  excellency 
of  God’s  Works  collected  the  excellency  of  his 
Nature-,  yet  in  thofe  very  Works  ^  general¬ 
ly  fo  excellent ,  all  ftill  agree,  that  there 
are  fome  particulars ,  not  only  whofe  na¬ 
ture,  but  whofe  ufe  of  reafon  and  exis¬ 
tence  cannot  be  difcovered  by  the  moft 
curious  fearchers  into  Nature  ;  nay  fome 
things  which,  confidered  feparately,  ap~ 
pear  even  noxious  to  the  reft;  all  which, 
tho’  not  underftood,  are  yet  reafonably 
prefumed  to  be  good  and  perfect  in  their 
feveral  kinds,  and  fubfervient  to  the  ge¬ 
neral  beauty  and  excellency  of  the  whole 
Syftem . 

The  cafe,  we  allow,  is  exadlly  the  fame 
with  God’s  Laws  which,  though  in  ge¬ 
neral  they  demonftrate  the  infinite  Wifdom 
of  their  Author ,  yet  may  in  fome  parti¬ 
culars  be  fo  contrived,  as  that  the  natu¬ 
ral  excellency  of  them  cannot  eafily  be 
apprehended.  For  were  it  otherwife,  ’tis 
certain,  that  God  would  a differently 
with  us,  in  the  difpenfation  of  his  Works 
and  of  his  Laws ,  in  both  which  this  Writer 
contends  for  the  nece/Jity  of  a  fimilar 
conduct. 

'Tis 
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*Tis  then  full  as  unreafonable  to  charge 
all  pofitive  precepts ,  fuppofed  to  be  from 
God,  that  is,  all  whole  ufe  and  relation  to 
Morality  we  cannot  apprehend ,  to  fraud  and 
impoiture;  as  in  the  vifible  Works  of  God  to 
impute  every  thing  we  do  not  underftand, 
or  even  every  thing  that  feems  hurtful ,  to 
the  contrivance  of  fome  malicious  Power, 
oppolite  to  the  Divine  Nature .  And  as  on 
the  one  hand  we  do  not  exclude  from  the 
catalogue  of  God's  Works  all  thofe  particulars, 
in  which  we  cannot  trace  the  marks  of  Di¬ 
vine  Wifdom fo  on  the  other,  we  cannot 
exclude  from  the  body  of  his  Laws ,  thofe  few 
injunctions,  which  feem  not  to  have  impref- 
fed  on  them  the  legible  Characters  of  Mora¬ 
lity. . 

The  fecond  argument  is  in  the  following 
paragraph,  and  runs  thus.  >cTis  impojjible , 
fays  he,  h  that  men  Jhould  have  any  jufi  idea 
of  the  perfections  of  God,  who  think  that  the 
dictates  of  inf  nit  e  Wifdom  do  not  carry  their 
own  evidence  with  them  ;  or  are  not  by  their 
own  innate  worth  difcoverable  to  all  mankind: 
were  it  not  fo,  how  coud  they  be  difinguifhed 
from  the  uncertain  opinions  of  weak  and  fal - 
ble  men,  &c.  ?  This  indeed  feems  oppolite 
to  what  the  Scripture  informs  us  of  the 
counfels  of  God:  that  his  ways  art  not  as 
mans  ways ,  but  unfearchable  and  pafl  find « 
f  P.  125. 
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ing  out :  and  ’tis  not  contrary  only  to  Scrip- 
ture ,  but  to  Reafon  too :  for  what  difference 
coifd  there  be  in  Nature  between  perfect 
and  imperfect  y  finite  and  infinite  knowledge ; 
if  the  finite  cou’d  clearly  difcover  every  pur- 
pofe  of  the  infinite  ?  both  Reafion  and  Scrip¬ 
ture  teach  us,  that  God  knows  and  fees  thro 
the  Hearts  of  man  $  but  no  man’s  reafon  be¬ 
fore  this  ever  taught,  that  Man  knows  and 
fees  thro  the  heart  of  God:  that  man,  whofe 
knowledge  is  fo  narrow  even  in  the  com¬ 
mon  concerns  of  life,  can  fathom  all  the 
counfels ,  interpret  all  the  laws  of  an  infinite¬ 
ly  wife  Creator .  Thus  his  own  argument 
turns  againft  himfelf.  If  the  dictates  of  in¬ 
finite  JVifdom ,  fays  he,  are  not  difcover  able 
to  all  mankind ,  how  coud  they  be  difiinguifhed 
from  the  opinions  of  fallible  men  ?  Whereas 
on  the  contrary,  were  it  true  what  he  con¬ 
tends  for,  ic  wou’d  be  more  difficult  to  di- 
fiinguifh  them :  for  if  all  the  defigns  of  God 
were  as  difcover  able  to  many  as  man  s  are  to 
God-y  he  might  well  fay,  where's  the  difiin- 
Bion  ?  But  there’s  no  one  truth  more  cer¬ 
tain,  or  flowing  more  neceflarily  from  the 
reafon  and  nature  of  things ,  that  tho’  God  per¬ 
fectly  underftands  every  purpofe  of  man, 
yet  that  there  not  only  may  be,  but  really 
are  many  things,  effedted  by  his  power  and 
ordained  by  his  will,  which  Man  is  not  ca¬ 
pable  of  comprehending . 

I  2 
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This  is  the  fubftance  of  what  I  wou’d 
propofe  for  an  Anjwer  to  this  Author  \  which 
when  explained  more  at  large,  and  filled 
out  by  proper  teftimonies  and  authorities  of 
other  Writers,  might  be  fufficient  to  con¬ 
fute  his  general  Scheme ,  as  well  as  the  funda¬ 
mental  principle  on  which  ’tis  built.  But  to 
fhew  farther,  that  whatever  be  the  real  ex¬ 
cellency  and  perfe&ion  of  Reafon ,  yet  his 
reafon  at  lead:  is  very  defective  and  imper¬ 
fect^  and  can  have  no  pretence  to  fet  up  for 
a  Guide  in  Religion ;  many  inftances  may  oc- 
cafionally  be  interfperfed : 

1.  Of  his  blunders  in  points  of  Hiflory :  for 
tho’  he  often  affirms,  that  Heathenifm  never 
taught  men  to  quarrel  about  Religion ,  except 
in  Egypt nor  ever  raged  to  that  degree ,  as 
to  occafion  blcodfhed ,  wars,  and  perfecution  ; 
yet  Hifory  wou’d  teach  him,  that  the  po- 
litefi:  people,  as  well  as  the  greateff:  lovers 
of  liberty,  of  the  Heathen  World,  the  Greeks , 
had  their  Holy  Wars,  their  Solemn  Leagues 
and  Covenants,  as  well  as  Chrifian  'Zealots: 
particularly  one  againft  the  Fhocenfans,  of 
which  Philip  of  Macedon  was  chofen  Headd. 

2.  Of  his  inconfijlency  with  himfelfj 
what  at  fome  times  to  blacken  th z  prefent 

d  Demofthenis  Orat.  contra  iEfchin.  p.  95.  Edit.  Foulkes 
&  Friend.  Incredibile  quantum  ea  res  glorias  Philippo  de- 
dit  ;  ilium  vindicem  facrilegii,  ilium  ultorem  Religionum, 
Sec.  Juil.  Hilt.  1.  8. 
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(late  of  the  Churchy  he  appeals  to  the  primi¬ 
tive  Ages  and  primitive  Fathers  as  actuated 
by  quite  different  principles  of  piety  and fim- 
plicity c :  at  other  times,  to  blacken  the 
whole  ftate  of  Religion ,  he  reflects  upon  thofe 
very  Ages ,  held ,  as  he  fays,  for  the  purefiy 
as  the  moft  impure  and  corrupt  of  ally  and 
that  the  farther  we  go  back,  the  more  frauds 
we  fhall  find  f.  In  the  fame  manner,  to 
make  the  Chrifiian  Priefis  more  odious,  he 
reprefents  the  Pagan  and  Mahometan  Priefis 
as  very  Saints  in  comparifonj  at  leaft  as 
harmlefs  innocent  creatures,  who  never  did 
any  mifchief  s.  Yet  at  other  times,  to  make 
the  very  character  and  name  of  Priefi  abo- 
minable,  he  declares  them  to  be  all  a- 
like 3  all  equally  wicked',  of  all  Religions  the 
fame  h. 

3.  Of  his  malice  to  the  Clergy,  whom  he 
defcribes  every  where  as  an  Order  of  men , 
profligate  and  abandoned  to  wickednefs ;  incon - 
fiftent  with  the  good  of  fociety  3  irreconcileable 
enemies  to  reafon ;  confpirators  againjl  the  li¬ 
berty  and  property  of  mankind 1 :  whilft  yet 
he  fhews  by  many  inftances,  that  the  whole 
employment  of  their  profeffion  is  to  explain 
Chriflianity  fio  as  to  make  it  agreeable  to  the 
reafon  and  nature  of  things :  as  if  thofe  cou’d 

e  P.  109,  313,  319,  f  P.  162-  «  P,  108. 

h  P.  233,  282,  160.  1  P  4 7,  1 08,  16©,  163,  164, 
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be  enemies  to  Reafon ,  who  are  conftantly 
preaching  it  up. 

4.  Laftly,  Of  his  obflinate  perfeverance  in 
errors ,  once  embraced:  this  appears  from 
his  repeated  charge  of  forgery  on  the  Church , 
in  the  cafe  of  the  20 th  Article k :  tho’  the 
charge  has  fo  oft  been  confuted  and  {hewn 
to  be  groundlefs  by  fuch  undeniable  evi¬ 
dence  as  can  leave  no  farther  room  for 
fcruples  with  any  reafonable  man. 

Thus,  Sir,  I  have  sketched  out  the  rough 
draught  of  fuch  an  Anfwer  to  this  Author, 
as  in  my  judgment  is  the  moft  likely  to 
deftroy  his  credit  with  all  who  pretend  to 
reafon :  my  comfort  at  leaft  is,  that  if  it 
does  no  good,  it  cannot  do  any  harm: 
whereas  in  your  method  of  treating  the 
controverfy,  you  run  too  great  a  risk ;  ex- 
pofe  Religion  to  too  great  hazard ;  and  en¬ 
gage  on  too  great  odds  with  your  Antagonift. 
For  fhou’d  he  fail  in  his  attempt,  he  lofes 
nothing  but  reputation  by  being  baffled, 
nor  hurts  the  general  caufe  of  reafon  by 
expofing  the  weaknefs  of  his  own.  But  the 
cafe  is  different  with  you  ;  ’tis  the  caufe 
of  Religion ,  that  refts  on  your  {boulders ; 
and  the  fuccefs  of  it  in  fome  meafure  de¬ 
pends,  on  the  fuccefs  of  your  performance : 
for  whilft  you  excite  the  attention  of  the  Na- 
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tlon  to  your  Vindication  of  Scripture ,  fhou’d 
that  Vindication  fail  in  any  part,  you  fo  far 
expofe  the  Scripture  itfelf  to  contempt ; 
give  a  real  triumph  to  its  enemies ;  confirm 
them  in  their  infidelity  5  and  injedl  pro¬ 
bably  new  fcruples  where  none  had  been 
entertained  before.  Leaving  it  therefore  to 
your  ferious  confideration,  whether  you 
ought  to  proceed  any  further  in  fo  hazard¬ 
ous  an  undertaking, 

1  am ,  &c 
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SIR, 

H  E  T  H  E  R  Dr*  Waterland  has 
deferv’d  the  Treatment,  which 
he  has  receiv’d  in  your  Letter 
addrefs’d  to  Him  by  way  of  An- 
fwer  to  what  has  been  publiflfd  under  the 
Title  of  Scripture  Vindicated \  is  a  Point 
which  every  Reader  muft  judge  of,  efpe- 
cially  when  that  Author  {hall  be  at  leifure 
to  do  Juftice  to  himfelf,  and  his  Argu¬ 
ments. 

Dr.  Waterland's  Name  is  not  prefix’d  to 
that  Work,  and  therefore  ( to  ufe  your  own 
Words  in  a  like  Cafe,  page  6.)  I  prefume 
that  you  have  Reafon  to  know  Him  to  be  the 
Author  of  that  Pamphlet  you  are  confuting ; 
or  elfe  with  what  Senje  or  Jujlice  can  you 
impute  to  One  Man  what  Another  has  laid 

or 
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cr  •written?  But  common  Fame  feems  t6 
have  been  Ground  enough  for  You,  tho’  it 
was  not  enough  for  Him  to  proceed  upon  5 
and  the  Dodor’s  Character  as  a  Learned  and 
Rational  Advocate  for  Chriftianity,  was  to 
feel  the  Weight  of  your  Wit  and  Reading: 
He  had  done  too  much  Good,  not  to  re¬ 
ceive  111  at  the  Hands  of  the  Favourers  of 
Infidelity.  ^ 

My  prefent  Bufinefs  with  you,  Sir,  is 
not  to  defend  Him,  or  whoever  was  the 
Author  of  that  Pamphlet :  nor  to  enter  in¬ 
to  Difpute  about  the  Reafonings,  in  which 
He  and  his  Adverfary  are  engag'd ;  nor  a- 
bout  thofe  which  you  have  advanc'd  in  your 
Letter  with  the  Appearance  of  fo  much  Self- 
fufficiency  :  But  my  Defign  is,  to  fet  be¬ 
fore  you  and  expoftulate  with  you,  about 
the  many  Falfhoods  which  your  Letter  a- 
bounds  with,  both  in  the  Quotations  and 
Hiftorical  Fads  infifted  upon  by  You.  If 
any  fuch  are  to  be  found  in  your  Letter  (as 
you  will  foon  fee),  the  Reader  will  judge 
how  inconfiftent  fuch  a  Proceeding  is  in  one, 
who  declares,  as  you  do  Page  46,  that  it  is 
the  Bufinefs  and  Study  of  your  Life  in  every 
Enquiry  (whether  Civil \  Natural ,  or  Reli - 

gious) 
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giow )  to  fearch  for  and  embrace  the  'Truth ; 
or,  where  that  is  not  certainly  to  be  hady  what 
comes  the  next  to  it,  probability.  If  this  be 
true,  you  have  the  Bufnefs  of  your  Life  to 
go  over  again ;  for  I  hope  to  convince  you, 
that  you  have  hardly  made  one  original 
Quotation  of  an  Author  in  his  True  Senfe, 
very  often  in  the  Senfe  moft  oppofite  to  his 
True  one ;  and  have  reprefented  not  only 
Paflages  but  Fails  too  in  fo  wrong  a  Light, 
that  whatever  you  fearched  for,  it  is  plain 
you  have  mifs'd  of  Truth. 

[i]  To  begin  with  your  Quotations. 

In  the  Story  of  the  Fall  of  our  firft  Pa¬ 
rents  you  think,  Page  18,  that  there  is  a  Ne - 
eejfity  of  flying  to  Allegory ,  to  account  for  the 
feeming  Injuflice  and  unreafonable  Severity  of 
the  Divine  Conduct :  And  left  Your  Reafon 
fhould  poffibly  be  fufpected  as  prejudic'd. \ 
you  appeal  to  Cicero ,  whofe  Sentiments  (  you 
fay  there)  declar'd  in  fome  cafes,  nearly  al¬ 
lied  to  the  prejent ,  may  ferve  to  inform  us, 
what  unprejudiced  Reafon  would  determine 
upon  the  Literal  Story  of  Man's  Fall.  Cicero, 
you  fay,  was  one  of  the  greateft  Maflers  of 
Reafon  that  Antiquity  ever  produced,  an  Au¬ 
thority  which  cannot  be  charg'd  either  with 

Pre- 
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Prejudice  or  Partiality ,  with  favouring  or 
detracting  from  the  Credit  of  Mofes.  And 
yet  as  you  have  quoted  him,  you  have  plain¬ 
ly  forfook  the  Example  of  io  great  a  Mafter 
if  Reafon ,  and  have  ftiew’d  both  Prejudice 
and  Partiality  \  for, 

i.  You  fay,  Page  1 8,  Cicero  tells  us  (a)> 
*That  the  very  Gods  of  the  Poets  had  they 
known  how  pernicious  their  Gifts  would  prove 
to  their  Children ,  mujl  be  thought  to  be  want¬ 
ing  in  point  of  Kindnefs  towards  them .  To 
this  Effeft,  it  is  true,  Cicero  fpcaks,  but  not 
in  his  own  Name;  The  Speaker  is  Cottay 
who  in  that  Difpute  argues  againft  Religion 
by  way  of  Reply  to  what  Balbus  had  faid 
for  it  in  the  fecond  Book :  At  this  Difpute 
Cicero  tells  us  that  he  was  prefent,  and  con¬ 
cludes  the  third  Book  with  faying  (b)y  "The 
event  of  the  Difpute  was  this ,  that  Velleius 
thought  Cotta**  Difputation  the  truer ,  and  I 
thought  Balbus’*  the  more  Probable  of  the  two . 
And  in  his  Book  de  Divinat .  his  Brother 


(a)  Atque  it  tamen  ipfi  Du  Poetici,  fi  fcijfent  pern:- 
ciofa  fore  tlla  filiis ,  peccaff  ?  in  beneficio  putarentur.  Dc 
Nat.  Deor.  1.  3.  c.  31. 

(b)  It  a  difcejfimus,  ut  Velleio  Cottce  difputatio  verier , 
rnihi  Balbi  ad  veritatis  fimilitudinem  videretur  ejfe  pro - 
penfior .  De  Nat.  Deor.  1.  3.  c.  ult. 
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Quinftus  fays  (a ),  The  Defence  which  Luci- 
lius  Balbus  made  for  Religion  in  the  fecond 
Book  (of  the  Nature  of  the  Gods)  is  fatis - 
factory ;  whofe  Difpuiation ,  as  you  declare  in 
your  laft  Book ,  feem  d  to  Tou  the  more  Probable 
of  the  two .  You  have  quoted  Cicero  then  as 
faying  what  he  does  not  fay;  and  what  we 
muft  rather  think  he  would  never  have  faid, 
as  his  own  Senfe  of  the  thing ;  becaufe  he 
declares  in  general  againft  the  Side  which 
Cotta  chofe,  and  the  Arguments  which  he 
us’d  to  defend  it.  Nay,  he  makes  Cotta  him- 
felf  acknowledge  at  laft  that  what  he  had 
faid,  was  not  ( b )  even  His  real  Opinion, 
but  rather  for  Argument’s  fake,  and  that  he 
was  willing  to  be  refuted:  And  is  this  an 
Authority  of  C icero ,  which  is  not  fo  much 
as  Cotta's  ?  How  hard  foever  it  may  feem, 
to  find  out  certainly  Cicero's  true  Sentiments, 
yet  we  may  be  certain  of  what  are  not  his 
Sentiments,  when  he  declares  againft  them. 


(a)  Satis  enim  defenfa  religio  eft  in  fee  undo  libro a  Lu- 
cilio ;  eujus  difputatio  tibi  ipfi ,  ut  in  extrema  tertio  feri - 
bit,  ad  veritatem  eft  vifa  propenjior .  Divin.  1. 1.  C,f, 

(b)  Turn  Cotta ,  Ego  verb  &  opto  redargui  me ,  Bathe? 
&  ea,  qua  difputavi ,  differ  ere  malui  auam  jttdic  are  :  & 
facile  me  d  te  vinei  potfe^  cerib  fcio .  £)e  Nat.Deor.  1. 3« 
e.  40. 

B  a.  Again 


2<>  Again  Page  19,  you  quote  Cicero  as 
exclaiming  thus  ( a ),  Oh  the  wonderful  Equi¬ 
ty  of  the  Gods !  would  any  People  endure 
the  making  of  fuch  a  Law ,  that  the  Son  or 
Grandfon  ffould  be  punijhed ,  becaufe  the  Fa¬ 
ther  or  Grandfather  had  offended  ?  Thefe  a- 
gain  are  Cotta! %  Words  in  the  Difpute  before 
mention’d ;  and  therefore  are  equally  de¬ 
claimed  by  Cicero  \  what  a  Pity  it  is  that  fo 
great  a  Mafler  of  Reafon  fhould  have  fuch  a 
Follower  in  You,  that  can’t  diftinguifh  his 
Notions  from  the  very  Contrary ! 

3.  In  the  fame  Page  you  make  Cicero 
fay  (b),  It  is  the  common  Opinion  of  all  Phi- 
lofophers ,  of  what  Sell  foever ,  that  the  Deity 
can  neither  be  angry  nor  hurt  any  Body .  But 
pray,  Sir,  look  again  into  his  Book  of  Of¬ 
fices,  and  fee  whether  Cicero  does  not  put 
thefe  Words  into  the  Mouth  of  an  (  c  )  Ob-  , 


(a)  0  miram  aquit/item  Deoruml  ferretne  nil  a  ci  vitas 
latoretn  iftiufmodi  legis ,  ut  condemnaretur  filtus  aut  ne- 
pot,  fi  pater  aut  avus  deliquiffet2.  De  Nat.  Deor.  1.  2. 
c.  38. 

( b )  At  hoc  commune  eft  omnium  Philofophorum  - - 

nunquam  nee  irafei  Deum ,  nec  nocere .  De  Offic.  1.  2. 
C.  28. 


(0  Quid  eft  igitur ,  dixerit  quis ,  in  jurejurando  ?  num  , 
iratum  timemus  'Jovem  ?  ad  hoc  quidem  commune  eft  , 
omnium  Philofophorum ,  &c. 

jedtor. 


[ «« ] 

jedor.  In  ( a  )  another  Place  he  fays  partly 
the  fame  thing ;  but  then  again  he  mentions 
it  not  as  his  own  Opinion,  but  as  the  Opi¬ 
nion  of  others  :  And  tho'  he  acknowledges, 
(in  anfwer  to  the  Objedion,  which  you 
quote  for  his  Sentiment)  that  ( h )  the  Gods 
are  never  angry ,  in  the  Senfe  that  Chriftians 
deny  Anger  to  have  a  Place  in  God,  i.  e.  as 
a  Paffion  $  yet  he  no  where  denies  that  the 
Gods  might  punijh  Men  for  their  Sins :  On 
the  contrary  he  affirms  in  the  fame  Trea- 
tife  ( c )  that  Piety  and  Holinefs  of  Life  were 
Qualities ,  which  would  appeafe  the  Gods ;  and 
lays  it  down  as  a  Rule  ( d )  that  Punijhment 
jhould  always  be  without  Anger .  So  that  by 
denying  that  the  Deity  is  ever  Angry ,  he 
does  not  deny  that  he  ever  punijhes :  And 
then  without  being  furprized  ( as  you  flip- 
pofe  he  would  have  been),  he  might  have 
read  the  Scripture  Story  of  God's  punijhing 
our  firft  Parents  for  their  Tranfgreffion,  and 

(a)  Sedr  quia  Deos  nocere  non  pntanty  &c.  Ib.  L  2. 
c  3. 

{b)  Jam  enim  non  ad  tram  Deorum,  qu£  nulla  eft , 
&c.  Ib.  1.  3.  c.  29. 

(c)  Deos  placatos  Piet  as  efficiet  &  Sanditas.  Ib.  1.2. 
e.  3. 

(d)  Prohibenda  ant  cm  maxime  eft  ira  in  pmiendo .  Ib, 
1. 1.  c.  25, 

B  2  might 


[ ] 

might  have  believ’d  too  more  of  the  Truth 
of  it,  than  You  feem  to  do. 

4.  You  conclude  your  Quotations  from 
Cicero  with  telling  us,  Page  20,  that  upon 
mention  of  a  Dream  of  Alexander  the  Great, 
that  a  Serpent  appeared  to  him,  &c.  Ci¬ 
cero  laughs  at  the  Story,  and  fays  ( a ),  f he. 
Serpent  feem'd  to  talk  with  Alexander:  TKf, 
whether  true  or  falfe ,  has  nothing  /range  in 
tt3  fince  he  did  not  really  hear  him  /peaky  but 
only  feem  d  to  do  fo.  From  hence  you  argue 
thus,  How  would  he  have  laugh'd  at  the 
literal  Story  of  a  Serpent  aBually  /peaking 
and  reafoningy  without  moving  the  leaf  W wi¬ 
der  or  Surprize  in  the  Hearer  ?  Here  I 
fhall  but  barely  mention  that  what  you  in¬ 
fer  from  Cicero's  Words,  is  as  far  from  be¬ 
ing  a  Confequence  as  your  Left  Hand  is 
from  being  your  Right  ;  for  he  who 
laugh'd  at  what  was  pretended  only  to  be 
a  Dream,  might  not  have  laugh'd  at,  nay 
might  have  believ’d,  a  Literal  Story  of  a 
Serpent  aBually  /peaking  and  reafoningy  when 


(r)  Alexandra  loqui  draco  vijus  eft:  poteft  hoc  ejj’e  fal- 
furny  poteft  verum ;  fed  utrum  fity  non  eft  mirabile  :  non 
enim  audivit  tile  draconem  loquentemy  fed  vifus  eft  audi~ 
re.  De  Divin.  1.  z.  c,  68. 

fo 
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fo  well  attefted  as  it  is  by  Mofes ,  the  Gra¬ 
yed:  and  the  mod:  Ancient  of  Hiftorians, 
and  who  pretended  to  be  an  infpir’d  Writer. 
But  pray  how  does  it  appear  that  Cicero 
laugh'd  at  this  Story  of  Alexander's  Dream? 
This  is  your  own  merry  Invention  ;  for  he 
is  fo  far  from  laughing  at  it,  that  he  does 
not  actually  disbelieve  it,  he  fays  it  may  be 
true ,  that  Alexander  dream’d  fo ;  all  that  he 
affirms  is,  that  there  was  nothing  in  it  Jlrange 
or  tq  be  wonder’d  at,  becaufe  it  was  only 
a  Dream  ;  from  which  all  that  I  can  col- 
left  is  this,  that  a  literal  Story  of  fuch  a 
Faft  Cicero  would  have  thought  to  be 
jlrange  or  wonderful ;  and  fuch  the  Story 
of  the  Serpent  fpeaking  to  Eve  might  have 
feem’d  to  Him,  as  it  does  to  Us,  and  yet 
He  might  have  believ’d  it  upon  good  Au¬ 
thority,  as  Jews  and  Chridians  do. 

5.  You  come,  p .  25,  to  confider  what  the 
Author  of  Scripture  vindicated  had  faid  with 
relation  to  the  Divine  Inftitution  of  Circum- 
cifion ;  which  you.  Sir,  think  with  the  Au¬ 
thor  of  Chrifianity  as  Old  as  the  Creation 
to  have  been  borrow’d  from  Egypt.  The 
Tedimonies  of  Herodotus ,  Diodorus  Siculus , 
and  Strabo y  you  quote  and  infid:  upon  as 

three 
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three  good  Teftimonies  to  prove  that  Qr- 
cumcifion  was  originally  an  Egyptian  Rite, 
and  from  them  deriv'd  to  other  Nations: 
But  of  what  are  they  a  Teftimony?  do 
they  prove  that  Circumcijion ,  as  practis'd 
among  the  Jews ,  was  practis'd  among  the 
Egyptians ?  that  is,  that  every  Egyptian  was  s 
circumcifed  ?  I  think  not ;  tho'  as  you  \ 
have  quoted  Jofephus ,  you  have  made  him 
fay  fo  in  thefe  Words  of  yours,  p.  27,  T be 
Egyptians  are  All  circumcifed  and  abftain  \ 
from  Swine'  s-flejh  —  Wherefore  Apion  is  a  1 
Fool  to  abufe  the  Jews  for  the  fake  of  thofey 
who  not  only  ufe  the  very  Cuftoms  he  finds  I 
fault  with ,  but  who  taught  other  People  aljb 
the  UJe  of  Circumcifiony  as  Herodotus  has  j 
inform'd  us.  But  Jofephus  fpeaks  quite  other- 
wife,  and  to  the  following  Purpofe,  (a)  If  I 
any  one  fhould  ask  Apion,  which  of  all  the 
Egyptians  he  thinks  the  wifefi  and  the  moft  ■ . 

- 1 

(4)  E 'Ith  clutcV  r  Wdiv\cav  A)yV7r]ieov  t ivetf  tlveu 

^  &io<rzCtkf  voy.t£&,  trdvlas  &v  u[Aokbytt(rz 
7 yv  kzf&s  <Tuo  $  cujt&j  (patrh  t  pcttntecov  ^  c 
tojjta  'nposzToix^*1'  7 ^  71  ?  ^  f  70- 

qi At  t  hmiJLZh&M'  c /neivot  7onw j  attavIh  xj  <zkATi(j.vov^)%  ^ 

yjcip&w  a ^puy.oi7«ov,  &c.  Contra  Apion,  1.  2.  pi 
c,.  *?  •  i 
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religious,  be  would  readily  anfwer  the  Priefts  % 
for  ‘they  fay ,  that  their  Kings  from  the  Be~ 
ginning  committed  to  their  Care  the  Worfhip 
of  the  Gods,  and  the  Improvement  of  Wif- 
dom  j  now  thofe  (the  Priefts)  are  all  of  them 
circumcifed  and  abfiain  from  Swine’ s-fejh 
too.—  Apion  therefore  was  blind ’  when  he 
fet  himfelf  to  abufe  us  Jews  for  the  fake  of 
Egyptians,  and  found  fault  with  thofe  (the 
Priefts),  who  not  only  ufe  the  fame  Cuftoms 
which  he  blames ,  but  have  taught  others  alfo 
to  be  circumcifed ,  as  Herodotus  has  faid .  Is 
it  not  plain  here,  Sir,  that  fofephus  does  not 
fpeak  of  any  Egyptians  as  Circumcis’d,  but 
the  Priefts  only  ?  are  all  the  Priefts,  all 
the  Egyptians ?  you  your  felf  muft  fee  the 
Difference  :  but  if  you  had  tranflated  Jofe- 
phus  right,  your  Argument  wou’d  have 
been  fpoiled,  and  that  mif-led  you,  whe¬ 
ther  willingly  or  not,  you  beft  know :  Be- 
fides,  I  fhould  gather  from  what  Jofephus 
fays  here  of  Herodotus ,  that  he  underftood 
him  as  meaning  that  the  Egyptian  Priefts 
only  were  circumcis’d ;  and  that  thefe  Priefts 
taught  the  Priefts  of  other  Nations  to  be 
fo  too,  under  Pretence  that  Circumci/ion  was 
neceffary  in  fuch  for  the  fake  not  of  Clean - 


(  16  ) 

linefs ,  as  you  render  Herodotus  Word 
bctgj.oTVT&’y  but  of  Purity  ;  they  thought, 
that,  as  thofe  who  were  devoted  to  the  Care 
of  Divine  things  ought  to  be  purer  and  ho¬ 
lier  than  other  Men,  this  Rite  of  Circum 
cijion  was  a  Mark  and  Emblem  of  Purity ; 
juft  as  among  the  Jews  all  uncircumcis'd 
Men  were  reckon’d  impure  and  unclean . 

Since  you  frequently  quote  Calmed s  Dif- 
fertations,  I  would  recommend  to  your  care¬ 
ful  Perufal,  what  that  learned  Author  has 
faid  in  his  Difcourfe  upon  the  Origin  of 
Circumcifion ;  for  you  will  find  a  great  Va¬ 
riety  of  Authors  there  quoted,  all  agree¬ 
ing  in  this,  that  Circumcifion  was  not  ge¬ 
nerally  practis'd  by  the  Egyptians .  And 
Calmet  is  as  good  an  Authority,  when  what 
he  writes  helps  to  ftrengthen  the  Truth  of 
Mofes  s  Hiftory,  as  Pie  is,  when  you  cite  any 
Paflage  from  him  which  feems  to  weaken  it. 

6.  But  it  is  not  enough  that  you  make 
Jofephus  mifreprefent  the  Egyptian  Nation  > 
for  you  go  on,  p.  to  make  him  give 
up  the  Divine  Million  of  his  own  Le- 
gillator  Mofes :  This  is  your  Mafter-piece 
of  Quotation,  and  therefore  I  lhall  endea-  \ 
vour  to  fet  the  Fallhood  of  it  in  the  cleareft  i 

Light 
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Light  that  I  can,  placing  your  Tranflation 
of  Jofephuss  Words  in  one  Column,  and 
Mine  in  the  oppofite,  with  the  Original 
underneath;  that  every  one  who  is  skill'd 
in  the  Greek  Tongue  may  judge  which  of 
us  two  has  moft  exadly  follow'd  the  Mean¬ 
ing  of  that  Hiftorian. 

Jofephns  in  giving  a  Charader  of  Mofes 
as  of  an  excellent  Governor  and  wife  Legifla - 
tor ,  &c.  adds, 

As  Ton  render  it .  As  I  render  it . 

Such  an  one,  whofe  (a)  When  his  De- 
Intentions  were  fo  juft  fign  was  commendable, 
and  noble,  might  rea-  and  his  Adions  great, 
fonably  prefume  that  we  (or  he)  believ’d 
he  had  God  for  his  rightly  that  he  had 
Guide  and  Counfel-  God  for  his  Guide  and 
lor  -y  Counfellor ; 

And,  having  once  And  he,  being  firft 
perfuaded  himfelf  of  perfuaded  himfelf,  that 
this,  he  judg’d  it  ne-  he  aded  and  direded 
ceflary  above  all  things  all  things  by  the  Will 
to  inftill  the  fame  of  God,  judg’d  it  ne*- 

(a)  K cthnt  xv  cfjjrd  &  <zsr (/.iydkeov 

c.7r>Tufycivo[/ivcoi'»  eixoTVf  (f^e  old  Latin  Ver» 

fion  reads  zvoyt.i^z)  wyz/j.ova  n  h)  uv^Cxhcv  Seiov 

X)  Greifclf  ‘B’gj?T§££V  Im/TOP,  071  KCLTtii  T  Ix&l/iS  fixAlUTtV 

a.-tret/jct  vspj.'i 7#  x)  S'lctvo&y  tclvtIw  uz7o  S'S.v  ts?)  ■'petflo.f 
iuTToiYwat  $  \cm A«4/r  toT;  ©/  $  &trd/r*ylK 

v  C  C'flJ'* 


[ 

Notion  into  the  Peo¬ 
ple,  that  every  thing 
he  did  was  directed  by 
the  Will  of  Heaven  : 


Not  adting  herein 
the  Part  of  a  Magician 
or  Impoftor,  as  fome 
have  unjuftly  afpers’d 
him* 

But  like  the  fam’d 
Law-givers  of  Greece  > 
who  to  make  their 
good  Defigns  the  more 
effedtual,  us’d  to  a- 
fcribe  the  Invention  of 
their  own  Laws  to  the 
Gods ;  and  more  efpe- 
cially  Minos ,  who  im- 


8  ] 

ceflary  above  all  things 
to  inftill  the  fame  Opi¬ 
nion  into  the  People; 
for  they,  who  believe 
that  God  overfees  their 
Lives  and  Adtions,  will 
not  venture  upon  Sin : 

Such  was  our  Law¬ 
giver,  not  a  Magician 
or  Impoftor,  as  thole 
unjuftly  fay,  who  re¬ 
proach  us : 

But  fuch  as  the  Greeks 
boaft  their  Minos  to  have 
been,  and  other  Law¬ 
givers  which  came  af¬ 
ter  him  5  for  fome  of 
them  pretended  that 
their  Laws  [were  given 
them  by  Jupiter"] ,  and 
Minos  faid  that  his  Laws 
were  derived  from  / Ipol - 
lo  and  the  Delphick  Q- 


c rnuiMTF&v  Qzov  Icujt &$iv  dviyovj 

7  tiv. 

T out©~  <Ph  t/<  cwto$  Yii^S  b  vo[jt.o$i *  y'oHf,x<k* 

ttTTCL7iWV,  ctTip  A .OlJ'opxvJiS  hiyxGtV  ciflKUt. 

ctAA*  t oit  'EAAHcr/p  (wyyin  r  Wliva  yiyovivaut 

lliT  etVToV  7fc\}  &AA«£  VOfj.o$iTO.t.  Ol  fjSp  yb  etCjuv 

<t*V  v'opvs  (the  old  Latin  Verfion  adds  pofitas  # 

Jovf:)  o  yz  M ivus  07 1  t  ’AtoAAw  7b 

,AsA< pntov  etvji  fJ.ctvj  ttioy  7ds  7  v'o[jcov  (JietvjeioLf  dvi(f>ipiV9 
ilTOl  7cin)ld-iS  »T COS  2%&tv  VOtAl^OvliS,  tt  poLOV 

hzpGdvpvlis,  riy  b  y.dhircL  7b\?  ybpxf, 

$ 
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puted  all  his  Inftitutk-  racle:  all  of  them  either 
ons  to  Apollo  and  the  in  reality  believing  fa,  or 

Delphhk  Oracle,  thinking  that  by  fuch 

a  Pretence  they  could 
more  eafily  perfuade 
[Men  to  receive  them]  : 
but  which  of  them  (/.  e. 
of  Mofes  or  the  Greek 
Law-givers)  made  the 
beft  Laws,  and  which 
of  them  was  righteii: 
in  their  Perfuafion  that 
their  Laws  came  from 
God,  is  eafy  to  judge 
by  making  a  Compari- 
fon  of  the  Laws  them- 
felves. 

In  your  Tranflation  of  Jofephus' s  Words, 
where  that  Author  fays  of  Mofes ,  we  rightly 
believed ,  or  (as  the  old  Latin  Interpreter 
better  expreffes  it)  he  rightly  believed ,  you 
very  coldly  render  it,  he  might  reafonably 
prefume ,  as  if  Mofes  in  fofephuss  Judgment 
had  only  a  Reafonable  Prefumption ,  and  no 
better  Warrant  than  This  for  concluding 
that  he  had  God  for  his  Guide  and  Coun - 
fellor  y  And  when  he  fpeaks  of  him  in  the 


*5  t U  o  S'ikcli'ot&ta  $  ts  0g«  (lege  $  rk 

05»  cturfJ1  katavo^v  t  v'q- 

H*>r  av] aKKqAas.  Contra  Apion,  h  z.  c,  *6. 

C  2 
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next  Sentence,  as  of  one  who  was  perfuaded 
that  he  acted  and  directed  all  things  by  the 
Will  of  God,  before  he  mentions  him  as 
infilling  the  fame  Opinion  into  the  People ;  j 
you  (skilfully  enough  for  your  Purpofe) 
change  the  Place  of  the  Words  that  he  \ 
aBed  and  direBed  all  things  by  the  Will  of 
God,  and  by  fetting  them  laft  would  make  ; 
an  unlearned  Reader  believe  that  this  his 
aBing  and  direBing  all  things  by  the  Will  , 
of  God,  was  not  what  Mofes  was  himfelf  j 
perfuaded  of,  but  what  he  endeavour’d  1 
only  to  infill  into  the  People *  And  after¬ 
wards  you  reprefent  Jofephus  as  faying,  that  j 
Mofes  was  like  the  fam'd  Law-givers  of 
Greece,  who  —  us'd  to  afcribe  the  Invention 
of  their  own  Laws  to  the  Gods,  and  efpecially 
like  Minos,  who  imputed  all  his  Infitutions 
to  Apollo  and  the  Delphick  Oracle  Ac¬ 
cording  to  which  Parallel  (as  you  word  it) 
Jofephus  muft  acknowledge  that  his  Mofes 
did  only  afcribe  the  Invention  of  his  Laws 
to  God that  in  Truth  they  were  his  own 
Laws,  as  Theirs  were,  and  God  was  no 
more  concern’d  in  the  making  them  than 
Jupiter  or  Apollo  was  in  the  making  thofe 
of  Minos  and  the  other  Law-givers:  But 

(with 


(with  your  Leave,  Sir,  or  without  it,  for 
Truth  has  none  to  ask)  does  not  Jofephus 
plainly  make  the  Comparifon,  not  between 
what  Mofes  and  they  were,  but  between 
what  he  was ,  and  they  boafted  to  be  ?  his 
Laws  (he  fays )  came  from  Heaven,  as  they 
pretended  theirs  to  do  $  and  does  not  JoJe- 
phus  manifeftly  put  a  wide  Difference  be¬ 
tween  the  Jewifh  and  all  other  Law-givers, 
by  adding  ( tho’  you  fupprefs’d  thefe  Words 
of  his )  that  which  of  them  was  ?dghtejl  in 
their  Perfuafon  that  their  Laws  came  from 
God ,  is  eafy  to  judge  by  making  a  Comparifon 
of  the  Laws  themf elves. 

Pray,  Sir,  for  the  fake  of  Sincerity  con- 
fider  this  whole  Quotation  over  again,  and 
weigh  it  more  carefully  than  before.  Then 
fee  if  there  be  any  room  for  the  Conclu- 
fion  which  from  hence  you  have  taken  Oc¬ 
casion  to  draw,  p.  28,  that  fuch  a  De¬ 
claration  as  this  from  Jo  learned  a  Jew,  in 
defending  the  Excellency  and  Preeminence  of 
his  own  Religion ,  might  teach  us  to  enter¬ 
tain  more  moderate  and  qualified  Sentiments 
concerning  its  divine  Origin ,  as  well,  as  the 
. divine  Injpiration  of  its  Founder  Mofes,  &c. 
for  there  is  nothing  in  this  whole  Quota- 


; 
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tion  which  even  feems  to  deny  the  divine  { 
Origin  of  the  Law  and  the  Divine  Infpira - 
tion  of  its  Founder,  but  what  arifes  from  I 
your  Mifreprefentation  of  it.  Such  a  j. 
Thought  was  as  far  from  Jofephus  in  this  i 
Place,  as  your  Attention  or  Sincerity  was 
from  You,  when  you  read  it ;  and  if  you 
ever  read  his  JewiJh  Antiquities,  you  muft  j 
know  that  he  never  reprefents  the  Law,  but 
as  given  to  the  Jews  by  God  himfelf  thro' 
the  Hand  of  Mofes ,  as  only  a  Go-between 
or  Mediator. 

Is  this.  Sir,  to  fearch  for  atid  embrace  the 
f ruth  in  every  Enquiry  ?  ( as  you  profefs  to 
do,  p.  46.)  If  a  Man  made  it  not  the  Buji- 
nefs  and  Study  of  his  Life ,  could  he  mifs  it 
more  effectually  (not  to  fay  luckily)  than 
you  have  done  here  ? 

7.  But  to  proceed;  for  I  find  you  pro¬ 
ceeding  in  the  fame  Manner  of  mifquoting : 
You  tell  us,  p .  32,  that  in  faff  we  fee  ma¬ 
ny  Cuflo??js  and  Confitutions  in  the  Jewifh 
LaWy  which  are  evidently  deriv'd  from  this 
Source y  i.  e.  the  Egyptian .  To  prove  this, 
you  inftance  in  feveral  Particulars,  and 
fay,  that  it  appears  from  Herodotus 

(a)  that 
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( a )  that  the  Egyptians  were  governed  by 
Laws  and  Cujioms  peculiar  to  themfelves 
and  different  from  thofe  of  other  Nations . 
This  is  Truth,  but  not  the  whole  Truth  ; 
for  Herodotus  fays,  that  their  Laws  were 
different  from  thofe  of  all  other  Nations :  But 
you  judg’d  it  neceflary  to  drop  the  Word 
all,  left  the  Reader  fhould  perceive  the  Ab- 
furdity  of  your  attempting  to  {hew  from  this 
Paflage,  that  the  Jews  agreed  with  Them 
in  their  Cuftoms,  i.  e.  that  the  Egyptian 
Cuftoms  were  not  different  from  thofe  of  all 
other  Nations . 

8.  You  next  fay,  (ib.)  that  the  Egypti¬ 
ans  were  more  addicted  to  Prodigies  and  Mi¬ 
racles,  than  any  other  People :  For  this  you 
quote  the  fame  Herodotus ,  whofe  Words 
rightly  tranflated  are  thefe,  (b)  more 
prodigies  were  found  out  by  them  than  by  all 
other  Men  5  for  when  a  Prodigy  happens 3 


(a)  E KklwtKoiffi  vofj.oloiG i  (pdJyxtn  ycJC&cu'  to  j  gv(x~ 
vrav  eirreiv,  dhKeev  ^S'a.y.d  (Juid'ctpcov  dv^pUTTcov  Vi- 
fACUOtfl.  L.  2.  c,  91, 

{b)  'TFXia  <r<p)v  <Zv&pY\Tcu  $  TOltri  aXXotGl  'Gra  ft 

dv^puTToiGi’  'fluo/utyis  $  Te£2T@-,  tpvxdaj xJi  y&up'o fjfyot 

*ra>  mCcuvov'  K)  ;jV  KOTi  Sss&v  'Gretgp'TXrnnov  t* *t&)  ^'htcw, 
T»W  79  V0[m£wi  dwoCYlfZ&CU.  L.  Z.  C.  §2, 


they 
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they  obferve  and  write  down  the  Event ;  and 
if  afterwards  any  thing  happens  like  it,  (the 
Prodigy),  they  judge  that  the  Event  will  be 
the  fame .  Is  there  a  Word  here  about  Mi -  j 
racks  ?  Is  it  not  plain,  that  Herodotus  does 
not  mean  Miracles  here  ?  for  are  they  fuch 
things  as  could  be  found  out  by  the  Egyp-  j 
tians  or  any  other  Men  ?  and  does  not  he 
fhew  what  he  means  by  Prodigies , 

when  he  fpeaks  of  the  Event  of  them  ?  mon-  | 
ftrous  Births,  unufual  Phenomena  in  the 
Heavens,  and  the  like,  are  fuch  things  as  1 
come  under  his  Account  of  a  and  ;|j 

of  what  the  Egyptians  gathered  from  it : 
and  it  is  by  this  Name  that  Herodotus ,  1.  2. 
c.  46.  calls  an  Unnatural  Copulation  which 
happen’d  in  his  time.  So  that  once  more 
you  deceive  your  Readers,  and  infinuate 
( even  at  the  Expence  of  a  falfe  Quotation )  < 
that  the  Miracles  which  Mofes  wrought, 
were  no  other  than  a  Pra6ti.ce  which  he  bor¬ 
rowed  from  the  Egyptians. 

9.  You  add  (ibid.)  that  the  Egyptians  had 
one  High-Priefl  as  well  as  an  Hereditary 
Priefhood  defc ending  from  Father  to  Son.  In 
feveral  Countries  where  there  was  a  Prieft- 
hood,  it  is  well  known  that  the  Priefthood 
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was  hereditary,  and  that  there  was  one 
High-Priejl,  who  prefided  over  the  reft  : 
why  then  muft  the  Jews  have  borrow’d 
this  Cuftom  from  the  Egyptians  rather  than 
from  any  other  Nation  ?  But  it  is  unlucky 
for  You,  that  according  to  Herodotus  whom 
you  quote,  it  was  not  the  Practice  of  the 
Egyptians  to  have  one  Higk-prieft  in  the 
Senfe  that  you  wou’d  have  us  under  ft  a  rid 
it  in,  i.  e.  one  High-priejl  over  the  whole 
Nation  as  the  Jews  had ;  for  your  Hiftoriam 
fays,  that  (a)  every  God  among  the  Egyptians 
had  feveral  Priejis ,  one  of  which  was  the 
High-priefl  ;  not  of  Egypt ,  but  of  that 
Nome ,  and  of  all  the  Priefts  belonging  to 
it;  and  there  being  (b)  36  Nomes  or  Coitn- 
ties ,  there  muft  have  been  as  many  High- 
priefts  in  Egypt :  which  is  fo  different  a 
Conftitution  from  that  of  the  Jews ,  that 
if  you  had  fairly  reprefented  it,  you  could 
never  have  led  your  Reader  to  agree  with 
you  in  concluding,  that  Mofii  borrow’d  this 
Cuftom  from  Egypt ,  of  all  Countries  under 
the  Heaven. 

(a)  'igpTcu  c N  Zk  7  'd'Zcov.  cihha,  ^oKKoif  7 

Lib,  2.  c.  37. 

(p)  Newton's  Chron.  p.  218. 

D 


10.  You 
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10.  You  go  on,  p.  33.  to  fay  that  the 
Egyptians  would  not  faffer  any  Leprous  Per - 
fin  to  come  within  the  City :  for  this  Cuftom 
of  theirs  you  refer  to  Herodotus  again  ;  L.  2. 
c .  138.  but  there  is  no  fuch  thing  aflerted 
there  :  you  miftook  the  Place,  I  prefume, 
and  quoted  from  Lib .  1.  c.  138.  where 
this  very  Cuftom  is  mentioned  indeed, 
tho’  not  as  practis’d  by  the  Egyptians ,  but 
the  (a)  Perfians .  So  that  here  again  your 
Reader  is  mif-led ;  and  the  Cuftom  of  one 
Nation,  which  Mofes  never  knew,  is  re- 
prefented  as  the  Cuftom  of  another  whom 
he  dwelt  among,  on  purpofe  to  favour  your 
Notion  that  he  deriv'd  it  from  the  Egyp 
tians. 

11.  Once  more  ( ib.)  you  fay,  that  the 
Egyptians  abhorred  Swine' s-fiejh  as  impure 
and  abominable  :  for  this  you  cite  the  fame 
Author;  and  fo  far  (it  is  true)  You  fpeak 
his  Sentiments,  that  he  fays  (b)  the  E- 
gyptians  efieemd  a  Hog  to  be  an  impure 


(a)  'O?  a.v  r  dscov  w  KzvvJjjj  %yji>  U  vrohiv  «r©- 

v  jcetrip^ «c H  (TviiyLiayi^)  roict  ahhoitn  YlifxrvKTt.  L.  i. 
138. 

( [b )  Tv  0  ’ Aiyvnlioi  \xict.e}v  rtytivlcu  Sneiov  &vcu.  Lib.  2. 
*  47. 

Beajli 
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Benjiy  but  he  immediately  adds  (and  You 
fhou’d  have  added,  if  you  had  Jearcti d  for 
\ Truth  only)  that  (a)  there  were  Swine-herds 
among  them  and  that  at  the  time  of  the 
Full-moon  they  facrificed  Swine  to  Bacchus 
and  Luna  *,  nay  that  at  fuch  cTimesi  ( tho’  at 
fuch  Times  only )  they  ate  the  Flefh  of  thofe 
Swine  that  had  been  facrificed :  Here  are 
three  very  material  Circumftances  then,  in 
which  the  Behaviour  of  the  Jews  and  E- 
gyptians  with  regard  to  Swine,  was  not  a-* 
like;  for  it  is  well  known,  that  the  Jews 
were  forbidden  not  only  to  Eat,  but  to  Sa¬ 
crifice  Swine*  and  they  did  not  allow  Men 
even  to  feed  fuch  among  them.  And  is  it 
likely  then  that  the  Jews  learned  from  the 
Egyptians  their  Cuftoms  about  Swine's  Flefh, 
when  in  Three  Circumftances  out  of  Four 
they  difagreed  with  them  about  it,  nay  adted 
in  the  diredt  contrary  manner  ?  And  yet 
You,  Sir,  thus  partially  quote  Herodotus  on 
purpofe  to  make  your  Readers  believe,  that 


(a)  O i  'ZvCooTcu,  ibvja  Aiyv'/jtoi  - - -t olcri  fit 

VlW  eLhhQHTt  Qiolffl  &V&tV  U$  is  S'lX.CfJL'iVGiy  htyvw\tot.  2  s- 
hlfjjvi  o  Kj  Aiovutra  [jAvqkii  <7%  &urk  'Xfjv'**  tm  dvTvi  wxv* 
ffzhhvep  rti$  us  <kclt iev\ou  t  k pzwy.  ib* 

D  2 
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the  Jews  intirely  agreed  with  the  Egyptian s 
in  this  Practice,  and  that  therefore  they 
muft  have  borrowed  it  from  Them :  Here 
then  are  no  fewer  than  five  falfe  Quotations 
in  about  twice  the  number  of  Lines ;  made 
by  one,  who  profelfes,  Page  26,  to  have  read 
Herodotus  with  fome  diligence  :  And  this 
you  do  with  intent  to  prove  that  the  Cu- 
ftoms  in  the  JewiJh  Law  were  derived  from 
the  Egyptians  ;  whereas  JoJephus  (  if  He  has 
any  Weight  with  You,  when  he  ipeaks  a- 
gainft  your  Sentiments )  expreily  fays  that 
one  Reafon  why  the  Egyptians  were  fuch 
Haters  of  the  Jews ,  was  (a)  the  great  dif¬ 
ference  of  the  Religions  of  the  two  Nations-,  the 
JewiJh  Wqrjlnp  being  as  different  from  that 
which  is  ejiablijhed  among  the  Egyptians ,  as 
the  Nature  of  God  is  from  tlsat  of  the  Brutes . 
To  which  Teftimony  I  fhail  add  that  of  an 
ingenious  Modern  Author,  who,  after  ha¬ 
ving  carefully  examin'd  this  matter,  fays. 
There  is  (/  think)  one  Objervation ,  which ,  as 


(aj  Contra,  Apion.  1.  i.  c.  25.  «  7  hpuv  v,7nv&v]tQ7VS 

'fiohhbjj  CLVTolf  C,y57ro'ltJ<riV  70<JKTQV  f 

o vjiC&ett  HTpys  r  uV’  c n&yuv  vu’otJLifffjfybjj)  o<jw 

&l‘<i  ciAoyay  ef'/iTUK i\'» 


far 
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far  as  I  have  had  Opportunity  to  apply  if a 
will  fully  anfwer  every  Particular  that  Dr . 
Spencer  has  offer'd,  and  that  is  "This ;  he  is 
able  to  produce  no  one  Ceremony  or  Ufage 
practis'd  both  in  the  Religion  of  Abraham  or 
Mofes,  and  in  Tdhat  of  the  Heathen  Nations \ 

(  but  that  it  may  be  proved ',  that  it  was  ufed  by 
•  Abraham  or  Mofes  or  by  fome  of  the  true 
JV irfhippers  of  God ',  earlier  than  by  any  of 
\  the  Heathen  Nations .  ShuckforcTs  Connexion 
of  the  Sacred  and  Prophane  Hiftory.  Vol.I. 


P-3  *7- 

12.  I  find  you  again  in  Page  34.  fhew- 
j  ing  your  Skill  or  your  great  Negligence,  for 
I  even  the  Latin  Tranflation  of  Maimonides' $ 

|  Rabbi  fay  that  (a)  Circumcifion  was  fome- 
j  times  not  to  be  undergone  without  hazard  of 
|  Life,  you  omit  that  reftraining  Word  fome- 
!  times ,  and  reprefent  him  as  faying  that  it 
:  was  not  to  be  undergone  without  fome  hazard 
\  of  Life :  As  if  it  was  always  hazardous, 

!  whereas  he  only  maintains  that  it  was fome- 
:  times  fo. 


|  Words  is  wrong  tranflated  by  You  into  Eng- 
*  HJh  and  whereas  Dr.  Spencer  makes  the 


!/  .  "  z  :r .  — 

(a)  Res  durijfima  &  difficUlima ,  nec  fine  vitce  dtfcri~ 
mine  quandoque  fubeunda.  Maimonid. 

13.  You 


8. 
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13.  You  go  on  to  fay  {ibid.)  that  Light* 
foot  informs  us,  that  the  frequent 
tality  it  occafiond  produced  a  Standing 
Law,  that  when  any  P  erf  on  had  loft  three 
Children  fuccefjively  by  the  Operation ,  he  was  1 
to  be  excus'd  from  Circumcijing  the  reft ;  in  : 
confequence  of  which  there  were  actually  ma-  \ 
ny  uncircumcis d  among  them ,  &c.  Here  a-  J 
gain,  Sir,  your  ufual  Dexterity  in  quoting 
is  to  be  feen:  for,  firft,  Lightfoot ,  Vol.  a.  p. 
760,  fay,  nothing  of  a  Standing  Law  on  this 
Occafion :  And  by  the  Palfages  which  he 
cites  from  the  Writings  of  the  Rabbins  it  ap¬ 
pears  to  have  been  only  a  Decifion  of  the 
JewiJh  Do&ors  on  the  Cafe,  (and  one  of 
them  decides  againft  the  Legality  of  an  Un~ 
circumcifed  Prieft),  grounded  upon  their 
Explication  of  the  Words  of  Mofes ,  Laws , 
which  if  a  Man  fhall  obferve  themy  he  Jhall 
live  in  them:  And  then  fecondly,  Lightfoot 
does  not  fpeak  of  any  frequent  Mortality , 
that  Circumcifion  occafion’d,  or  of  there 
being  many  uncircumcis’d  on  that  Account: 
He  quotes  five  or  fix  Pages  indeed,  in 
which  mention  is  made  of  an  uncircumcis'd 
Ifraelite  and  an  uncircumcis'd  Prieft ,  when 
their  Brethren  died  of  Circumcifion :  And  fays 

that 
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that  very  frequent  mention  of  them  is  made 
in  the  Talmudifis ,  but  he  no  where  fays  (as 
I  can  find)  that  they  mention'd  this  as  fre¬ 
quently  happening,  or  as  happening  to  ma¬ 
ny  j  from  what  he  makes  R.  Nathan  fay, 
(ib.)  I  fliould  colled  that  the  Accident  was 
very  rare  among  the  Jews ;  for  the  Rabbi's 
Words  are,  I  travelled  to  Ccefarea ,  and 
there  was  a  Woman  there ,  who  had  brought 
forth  Male  Children ,  which  had  died  of  Cir- 
cumcifion ,  the  fir  ft  y  the  fecond ,  and  the  third  : 
*Ihey  brought  the  fourth  to  me ,  and  I  looked 
upon  him ,  and  faw  not  in  him  the  Blood  of 
the  Covenant :  He  advis'd  them  to  permit  him 
a  little  while ,  tho  not  circumcis'd ,  and  they 
permitted  him ,  &c.  The  Rabbi  not  only 
feems,  by  the  mention  of  this  one  Inftance 
only,  to  have  look'd  upon  it  as  uncommon; 
but  both  He  and  the  Woman  too  feem  to 
have  doubted  of  the  Lawfulnefs  of  not  cauf- 
ing  this  fourth  Child  to  be  circumcis’d. 

At  laft  you  come  to  confider  the  Account 
of  the  Confufion  at  Babel ;  and  your  Solu¬ 
tion  of  it  is  truly  a  confus'd  one ;  but  your 
Quotations  are  all  that  at  prefent  I  am  con¬ 
cern'd  with,  and  therefore  I  begin  with  exa¬ 
mining  them. 


H •  Page 


14-  Page  4*r  you  &y  ^at  from  Gen.x i, : 
It  is  evident  that  the  Sons  of  Noah  were  jl 
far  from  any  fuch  Ref  lation  of  not  difperfng 
themfeheSy  that  they  had  already  begun  to  I 
difperfey  had  actually  fent  off  a  Colony  from  \ 
the  Eafl  to  the  hand  of  Shinar.  You  quote 
indeed  Calmet  and  Patrick  as  joining  with  j 
you  in  this  Opinion;  but  the  Queftion  is, 
what  the  Scripture  teaches  about  the  mat¬ 
ter,  and  not  what  any  Commentator  has  j- 
fancied :  And  the  Scripture  is  as  exprefs  a-  f 
gainft  what  is  to  You  fo  Evident,  as  Words  ’ 
can  reprefen  t  it.  (a)  In  the  laft  Verfe  of 
the  tenth  Chapter,  we  read,  By  theft'  (i.  ef 
the  Families  of  the  Sons  of  Noah)  were  the 
Nations  divided  in  the  Earth  after  the  Floods 
then  it  follows  Chap.  xi.  i.  And  the  whole  i 
Earth  was  of  one  Language  and  one  Speech  f 
here  all  Mankind  is  plainly  fpoken  of,  with-'* 
out  the  Exclufion  of  any  part,  great  or  j 
fmall;  and  of  all  thefe  it  is  laid  Verfe  2.  I 
And  it  came  to  pafs  as  they  journey'd  fro?n  ] 
the  Eafty  that  they  found  a  Plain  in  the  Land 
of  Shinar ;  and  they  dwelt  there .  Is  there  a 
Word  here.  Sir,  about  difperfng  themfelves,  S 


(a)  See  Le  CUrc'%  Reafons  in  his  Note  on  Ver. 
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©r  about  Colonies  being  fent  off  ?  Are  not 
the  very  fame  Perfons  who  were  of  one 
Language  and  one  Speech  reprefented  a s  jour¬ 
neying  from  the  Eajl  and  pitching  in  Shinar? 
After  the  Word  all  had  been  mention’d, 
and  the  Word  they  fo  clofely  follows,  can 
we  in  Propriety  of  Speech,  can  we  with¬ 
out  Abfurdity  conclude,  that  by  they  is  only 
meant  fome  part  of  them,  when  no  fuch 
Dijftin&ion  is  made  or  hinted  at  in  the  Text? 
And  to  allure  us  more  fully  ( if  poffible ) 
that  all  Mankind,  and  not  a  Colony  only  of 
them,  was  concern’d  in  this  Confufion  at 
Babely  it  is  recorded  Verfe  9.  that  the  Lord 
did  there  confound  the  Language  of  all  the 
Earthy  and  from  thence  did  the  Lord  fcatter 
them  abroad  upon  the  face  of  all  the  Earth  : 
Can  Words  be  plainer  than  thefe  to  exprefs 
that  what  happen’d,  happen’d  not  to  a  Part 
but  to  the  Whole  of  Mankind  ?  According 
to  Your  Comment  the  whole  Earth  and  all 
the  Earthy  were  only  a  Part  of  it,  only  a 
Colony,  at  molt  a  great  Colony  :  Which 
is  to  make  the  Scripture  talk  fuch  Nonfenfe, 
as  if  it  had  really  talk’d,  you  would  proba¬ 
bly  not  have  fail’d  to  cenfure. 


E 
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The  Cafe  of  their  journeying  feems  to  have 
been  this;  when  the  Ark  landed  upon  the 
Mountains,  Noah  and  his  Family  continu’d 
living  in  the  mountainous  Parts  for  many 
Years;  and  while  they  were  few  in  Number 
found  Provifions  enough  in  thofe  Places,  tho9 
not  very  fruitful ;  and  indeed  they  could  not 
defcend  for  a  long  time,  becaufe  it  muft  have 
been  a  long  while  before  the  Plains  and  lower 
Grounds  were  fo  far  dried  as  to  afford  Men  a 
wholefome  Habitation:  But  in  length  of  Time 
( the  Scripture  fays  not  how  long  )  as  Noah' s 
Defcendants  increas’d,  they  found  the  moun¬ 
tainous  Habitations  not  able  to  fupply  them 
and  their  Cattle  with  what  they  wanted : 
They  had  already  confum’d  all  that  thofe 
Parts  us’d  to  furnifh  them  with ;  they  faw 
that  the  Lower  Grounds  were  now  grown 
Dry  and  Wholefome ;  and  that  they  were 
exceedingly  fruitful,  as  they  muft  neceffarily 
have  been  by  reafon  of  the  Slime  and  Sedi¬ 
ment  which  the  Flood  left  upon  the  Soil  of 
them :  They  all  therefore  came  down  from 
the  Mountains,  and  marched  Weftward  till  ,• 
they  arrived  at  the  Plain  of  Shinar ,  a  Plain 
of  fuch  Extent  as  to  be  able  to  contain  their 
TSTumber,  and  fo  fruitful  as  to  give  them 
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Aflfurance  of  full  Plenty  for  themfelves  and 
Cattle  for  many  Years  to  come. 

15.  In  the  fame  free  Humour  of  quoting 
you  proceed.  Page  42.  to  fay,  that  all  that 
can  be  collected  from  the  Story ,  is,  that  know¬ 
ing  they  mujl  difperfe ,  they  had  a  mind ,  be¬ 
fore  fuch  Difperfton ,  to  erett  fome  publick 
Monument  of  their  common  Origin ,  by  build¬ 
ing  a  City  and  a  Tower,  that  Jhould  reach  as 
high  as  Heaven  :  And  it  was  the  Prefumption 
and  Arrogance  of  this  Defgn  that  induc'd  God 
to  baffle  it  by  confounding  their  Language , 
and  to  difperfe  them  from  that  Place ,  with¬ 
out  fuffering  them  to  finifh  what  they  had  pro- 
jetted.  Thus  you  colled:  from  the  Story  a 
Defign  quite  different  from  what  the  Story 
exprefly  mentions ;  for  the  Words  are  Ver.  4. 
And  they  [aid.  Go  to,  let  us  build  us  a  City 
and  a  Tower ,  whofe  Top  may  reach  unto  Hea¬ 
ven,  and  let  us  make  us  a  Namey  left  we 
be  fcatterd  abroad  upon  the  face  of  the  whole 
Earth .  Is  not  the  Intent  of  thefe  Builders 
plainly  fet  forth  here?  And  does  not  the 
Word  left  introduce  a  Reafon  quite  contra¬ 
ry  to  Yours,  which  is  therefore  fomething 
equivalent  at  leaft  to  a  falfe  Quotation  ?  But 
I  fuppofe  that  you  chofe  to  follow  the  Greek 

E  2  and 
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and  Latin  Verfions  of  this  PafTage,  both 
which  render  it,  before  we  be  fcattered ,  &c. 
And  this  idle  Tranflation  of  Theirs  you 
prefer  to  that  of  the  Original,  which  is 
capable  of  no  other  fair  Tranflation  than 
what  our  Englijh  and  the  other  Verfion  give 
it :  And  as  the  Hebrew  will  not  bear  your 
Senfe  of  it,  the  Reafon  of  the  thing  will 
not  allow  your  Account  of  their  Defign  to 
be  a  True  one ;  for  if  they  intended  only  to 
ereB  fome  publick  Monument  of  their  common 
Origin ,  why  did  this  Colony,  this  Party  de¬ 
tached  from  the  reft  ( as  you  fuppofe  them 
to  have  been)  not  think  of  fuch  a  Projedt, 
but  till  after  they  were  feparated  from  the 
reft  of  Mankind  ?  A  Defign  of  eretting  a  Mo¬ 
nument  of  their  common  Origin  would  have 
been  more  proper  for  them  to  have  enter¬ 
tain’d,  before  the  Defcent  of  fome  of  them 
from  the  Mountains  had  parted  thofe  who 
had  one  common  Origin .  There,  and  not  at 
Babel ,  fuch  a  Project  had  been  fit  and  rea- 
fonable,  if  any  where  :  But,  in  truth,  it 
could  hardly  ever  have  come  into  the  Heads 
of  any  or  all  of  them  to  erett  a  Monument 
for  the  Defign,  which  you  afcribe  to  them; 
becaufe  it  is  not  likely  that  they  fhould 

ever 
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ever  have  fufpe&ed  that  any  in  future  Times 
could  doubt  of  their  having  had  a  common 
Origin .  They  were  all  one  Man’s  Defen¬ 
dants,  as  they  knew  very  well;  and  they 
could  not  but  reafon  within  themfelves, 
that  if  any  Tradition  , of  Things  fhould  be 
handed  down  to  Pofterity,  it  would  not  fail 
to  reprefent  them  and  their  Children  as  ha¬ 
ving  all  iflii’d  from  one  and  the  fame  Stock. 
Befides,  if  we  fhould  allow  Your  Defign  to 
have  been  Theirs,  it  will  puzzle  you  much 
to  fhew  how  that  Defign  was  fo  Prefump - 
tuous  and  Arrogant ,  as  to  induce  God  to  baffle 
it  by  confounding  their  Language .  One  would 
rather  think  the  Defign  was  a  Good  and 
Commendable  one,  and  that  God  fhould  have 
approved  and  feconded  it ;  for  nothing  more 
ferves  the  Ends  of  Religion  (as  far  as  it 
relates  to  Man  and  Man),  than  to  have  it 
well  known  and  always  confider’d  that  we 
have  one  common  Origin :  It  is  one  good 
Argument  for  the  Practice  of  all  the  So¬ 
cial  Virtues ;  and  therefore  a  wife  Man 
would  make  no  fcruple  to  conclude  that 
God  would  never  have  look’d  upon  that 
Defign  as  a  Piece  of  Prefumption  and  Arro¬ 
gance  ^  much  lefs  that  he  would  have  baffled 

it 
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it  by  confounding  their  Language  on  that 
Account  only. 

What  (a)  mif-led  the  Greek  and  Latin  In¬ 
terpreters,  (by  whom  you  chofe  to  be 
mif-led,  without  acquainting  your  Readers 
how  the  Original  flood,  and  how  our  Eng - 
UJh  Bible  render’d  it),  feems  to  have  been 
the  Sentence,  and  let  us  make  us  a  Name ; 
but  either  we  may  put  thefe  Words  into  a 
Parenthefis,  and  make  the  Words  left  we  be 
fcatterd ,  See.  to  be  a  Reafon  why  they  were 
for  building  a  Lower  ;  or  we  may  follow 
the  Opinion  (b)  of  thofe,  who  think  that 
the  Hebrew  Word  Shem  fignifies  here  not 
a  Name  but  a  Monument  or  Sign  ( as  the 
Greek  Word  which  was  probably  de¬ 

rived  from  it,  is  well  known  to  fignify  ;)  ? 
and  that  the  Ti rwer,  which  thefe  Builders 
ereded,  was  defign’d  for  a  Land-mark,  which 
by  its  Height  may  be  feen  at  a  great  Di- 
ftance:  A  Contrivance  very  neeeffary  for 
them,  as  Things  then  flood,  if  the  Provi¬ 
dence  of  God  had  not  thought  it  more  pro¬ 
per  for  them  to  difperfe  than  to  hold  thus  ’ 
clofely  together: 

(a)  See  Le  C'lerc’s  Note  oil  the  Place. 

(b)  See  Pcrizwii  Origin.  Babylon ,  C.  II.  p.  I$f.  &C. 
and  Lamy  de  'Tabernacjilo ,  p.  222. 
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For  confider,  Sir,  that  they  were  fituated 
in  a  vaft  and  wide  Plain;  and  as  they  con-* 
fum'd  the  Forage  near  their  Home,  it  was 
necelfary  for  them  to  lead  their  Cattle  to 
graze  at  fome  diftance ;  it  is  not  improbable 
too  that  in  fmall  Parties  they  went  abroad 
hunting,  and  fome  of  them  had  frequently 
on  thefe  Occafions  loft  their  Way,  and  had 
either  never  found  it,  or  found  it  with  great 
Difficulty :  What  fhould  they  do  then  un¬ 
der  this  Inconveniency  ?  Why  they  refolv'd 
to  eredt  a  'Tower ,  whofe  Top  might  reach  unto 
Heaven ,  of  fuch  a  Height  as  might  ferve 
them  for  a  Dire&ion  at  a  great  Diftance ; 
and  by  the  help  of  this  they  thought,  that, 
however  feparated  as  their  Occafions  re¬ 
quir'd,  they  might  always  know  how  to  re¬ 
turn  to  the  City,  where  they  and  their  Com¬ 
panions  had  determin'd  to  live  together.  But 
this  ftricft  adhering  to  each  other  God  was 
pleas'd  not  to  approve  of;  he  forefaw  that 
it  was  better  for  them  to  difperfe,  partly 
perhaps  that  the  World  might  be  the  fooner 
peopled,  and  partly  perhaps  to  prevent  thofe 
[a)  Quarrels  and  Wars  which  would  inevi- 

(a)  See  Le  Clerc’s  Note  on  Ge%.  si.  7.  and  Jofep bus's 
Anti%.  1.  1.  c.  4. 
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tably  (he  knew)  arife  among  them  from  j 
their  living  together  in  a  Plain,  which  would  i 
foon  be  uncapable  of  fupplying  them  with  I 
Neceffaries.  The  Defign  of  the  Builders 
then  being  contrary  to  God’s,  it  was  on  this  | 
Account  that  the  Scripture  reprefents  him 
as  confounding  their  Language ,  that  they 
might  be  the  fooner  difpers’d  over  the  Earth. 
But  enough  of  This ;  my  main  Bufinefs  I] 
was  to  fhew  you,  that  the  Scripture  affigns  | 
one  Reafon  of  their  ereding  the  Tower,  and 
you  a  quite  different  one.-——  Is  this  In-  ' 
genuity  ? 

I  have  now,  Sir,  fet  before  you  Fifteen  ! 
Inftances  of  your  falfely  quoting  the  Au-  1 
thors,  which  you  refer  to  as  Authorities  for 
what  you  are  pleafed  to  fay  in  Oppofition 
to  Mofes  s  Account  of  the  Fall,  of  Circum - 
cifion ,  and  the  Confufon  at  Babel.  Had  Dr.  W \ 
or  the  Author  of  Scripture  Vindicated  been 
guilty  of  One  of  the  like  nature,  how  would 
You  have  triumph’d  over  him  ?  What  Lan¬ 
guage  would  You  have  bellow’d  upon  him  ? 
But  in  God’s  Name,  Sir,  is  any  Caufe  . 
worth  fuch  a  Proceeding  ?  can  a  Good  one  i 
want  Falfhoods  ?  or  does  a  Bad  one  defer ve 
them  ?  Let  Fads,  of  whatever  kind  be  fift- 
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ed  thoroughly  and  examin’d  freely;  but  let 
Impartiality  always  go  along  with  the 
Search,  and  let  it  always  be  thought  one 
Ingredient  in  Free-thinking,  to  follow  Truth 
in  every  Enquiry :  He  that  fuffers  himfelf 
to  be  impos’d  upon,  or  tries  to  impofe  upon 
others,  has  no  Right  to  the  Title  of  a  Free¬ 
thinker. 

[ii.]  i  now  come  to  examine  fome  of 
thofe  Hiftorical  Fads,  which  you  have 
rafhly  advanc’d  in  feveral  parts  of  your  Let¬ 
ter;  for  Thefe,  like  your  Quotations,  are 
made  with  more  Zeal  than  Judgment,  to  fit 
the  Caufe  which  you  are  ferving. 

I.  The  firft,  which  I  fhall  take  notice 
of,  is  in  Page  28,  &e,  where  you  fay  that 
in  Mofes  s  Time  (for  unlefs  you  fpeak  of 
that  Time,  your  Reafoning  is  quite  foreign 
to  the  purpofe)  Egypt  was  a  great  and  pow¬ 
erful  Nation ,  famed  every  where  abroad  for 
their  Wifdom  and  Learnings  the  beft  School 
of  Arts  and  Sciences ,  a  Great  and  Flourijhing 
Kingdom ,  a  polite  and  learnedNation:  Where¬ 
as  you  reprefent  xhzjews  as  (at  that  Time) 
an  obfcure  contemptible  People ,  famed  for  no 
kind  of  Literature ,  fcarce  known  to  the  polite 
W orld^  &c.  And  this  Comparifon  you  make 
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in  order  to  fhew,  that  it  is  more  likely  that 
the  Jews  borrowed  their  Cuftoms  from  the 
Egyptians ,  than  that  the  Egyptians  borrowed 
theirs  from  the  Jews . 

But  pray,  why  muft  Either  of  them  be 
fuppos’d  to  have  borrow’d  from  the  Other  ? 
Out  of  feven  Inflances  which  you  bring 
(Page  32,  33.)  to  fhew  that  thefe  two  Na¬ 
tions  refembled  one  another  in  their  Cu- 
ftcms,  five  of  them  (as  I  fhew’d  P.  23,  &c.) 
make  dire&ly  againft  you :  and  the  other 
two  are  fuch  as  were  not  ( a )  peculiar  to  the 
Jews  and  Egyptians ,  but  were  obferv’d  in. 
moft  other  Nations,  and  from  them  as  well 
as  from  the  Egyptians ,  the  Jews  might  have 
borrow’d  them,  if  they  borrow’d  them  at 
all. 

This  by  the  way  only;  the  proper  Que- 
ftion  that  is  now  between  You  and  Me,  is 
whether  Egypt  was  in  the  time  of  Mofes  fo 
great  a  Kingdom ,  fo  polite  a  Nation  as  You 
have  reprefented  it.  Sir  Ifaac  Newton  has 
obferv’d  in  his  ChronoL  p.  186,  that  it  was  ' 
fo  thinly  peopled  before  the  Birth  of  Mofes ,  that 


(a)  See  Shuckford*s  Conne&ion  of  the  Sacred  and 
Prophane  Hiftory,  Vol.  I.  p.  303,  31  y,  316. 
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Pharaoh  faid  of  the  Ifraelites>  Exod.  i.  ga 
Behold ,  the  People  of  the  Children  of  Ifrael 
are  more  and  mightier  than  We :  From 
whence  this  at  leaft  may  be  infer’d,  that  the 
Jews  were  Then  no  lefs  a  powerful  and 
flourifhing  People  than  the  Egyptians .  And 
as  to  their  Learning  and  Politenefs ,  the  fame 
Author  fays.  Page  210.  That  there  is  no  In - 
fiance  of  Letters ,  for  writing  down  Sounds 9 
being  in  Ufe  before  the  Days  of  David,  in  any 
other  Nation  bejides  the  Pofierity  of  Abraham  : 
The  Egyptians  afcribe  this  Invention  to  Thoth 
the  Secretary  of  OJiris ;  and  therefore  Letters 
began  to  be  in  Ufe  in  Egypt  in  the  Days  of 
Thoth ,  that  is ,  a  little  after  the  Flight  of  the 
Edomites  from  Davidy  or  about  the  lime  that 
Cadmus  brought  them  into  Europe .  And  he 
adds  Page  213,  that  it  was  under  the  Reign 
of  Ammon  and  Sefac  (i.  e .  about  the  Time  of 
David)  that  the  Egyptians  applied  themfelves 
to  Aftronomy .  What  then  muft  their  Learn - 
ing  and  Politenefs  have  been,  in  Mofes’s 
Time?  what  their  Arts  and  Sciences  y  when 
they  had  not  fo  much  as  the  Ufe  of  Letters 
among  them  ? 

This  Great  Author,  this  true  Free-think¬ 
er  (from  whom  You  might  have  learn’d  to 
F  2  quote 
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quote  fairly  and  judge  Impartially)  after  a 
laborious  and  general  Search  into  Antiqui¬ 
ty  for  near  thirty  Years,  which  I  am  well 
allur’d  that  he  fpent  in  it,  deliver’d  this  among 
other  Things  as  his  Judgment  upon  the  En¬ 
quiry;  and  when  you  knew  this,  as  You 
did  or  might  eafily  have  known,  is  it  Im¬ 
partial  in  You  to  take  no  notice  in  the  leaf! 
of  what  He  has  advanc’d  about  the  Egyp¬ 
tian  Antiquities  ?  and  to  reprefent  the  Egyp¬ 
tian  Nation  of  Mofes  s  Days  under  all  that 
Advantage  of  Character,  which  did  not  be¬ 
long  to  them  till  fome  Hundreds  of  Years 
after  ?  for  Pythagoras  (whom  you  mention) 
one  of  the  firft  Greeks ,  which  is  recorded  to 
have  travell’d  to  Egypt  for  Knowledge,  flou- 
rifh’dnot  till  above8oo  Years  after  the  Times 
of  Mofes «  Till  You  have  confuted  Sir  1 fa ac 
Newtoris  Account,  you  fhould  never  have 
argu’d  from  the  Vulgar  Hypothefis  with 
as  much  Aflurance  as  if  it  had  never  been 
called  in  Queftion,  much  lefs  as  if  it  had 
never  been  Demonftrated  to  be  Falfe.  But 
it  ferv’d  your  Purpofe,  and  therefore  you  ) 
catched  at  it.  What  Partiality  is  This  in 
one,  who  makes  it  the  Bufinefs  and  Study  of  | 
fas  Life  in  every  Enquiry  to  fearch  for  and  f] 
embrace  the  Truth .  By 
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By  reading  the  above-mention’d  Chrono¬ 
logy  You  might  have  learned  too,  that  the 
Argument,  which  You  draw  Page  32,  from 
the  Ifiack  "Table  of  Bembo  and  the  Obelisks , 
to  fhew  that  Mofes  took  the  Hint  of  his 
Brazen  Serpent  erected  in  the  Wildernefs 
from  the  Image  of  a  Serpent  ereBed  on  a 
Pillar  in  Egypt ,  &c.  is  of  no  Force  or 
Weight  to  the  purpofe  for  which  you  bring 
it  $  becaufe  the  Ifiack  Table  could  not  have 
been  made  before  the  Time  of  Ifis ;  and  Ifisy 
according  to  Sir  John  Marjham's  and  Sir 
Ifiaac  Newton's  Syftem,  lived  not  till  above 
400  Years  after  Mofes  s  Death  $  and  the  ve¬ 
ry  firft  Obelisk  which  was  eredted  in  Egypt9 
was  eredted,  as  Sir  Ifaac  Newton  fays.  Page 
260,  by  Mephres  the  Predecelfor  of  MiJ- 
phragmuthofis ,  whom  he  places  ( Page  10.) 
in  the  Year  before  Chrift  1125,  i.  e .  250 
Years  after  the  Departure  of  the  Jews  out 
of  Egypt  under  Mofes .  To  argue  then  (  as 
You  do)  that  Mofes  borrow'd  from  the  E- 
gyptians  a  Cuflom,  which  it  does  not  ap¬ 
pear  that  they  practis'd  till  fo  many  Years 
after  his  Deceafe,  is  a  way  of  arguing, 
which  (if  you  pleafe)  you  may  call  your 
Own, 
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Of  the  like  Nature  is  what  you  aflert* 
p.  32.  that  Aarons  making  for  the  Jews  a 
golden  Calf  was  nothing  elfe  but  recalling  the 
Worfhip  of  the  Egyptian  God  Apis  reprefented 
always  under  that  Form .  Whereas  ( a )  Sir  Ifaac 
Newton  and  Sir  John  Marfham  ( b )  prove, 
(and  confute  them  if  you  can)  that  the 
Apis  was  no  other  Perfon  than  Sefojlris  or 
Shi/hac  ( as  the  Scriptures  call  him )  who 
reign’d  in  the  Days  of  Solomon :  The  Ac¬ 
count  which  Sir  Ifaac  Newton  gives,  p.  197. 
is  much  more  likely  than  Yours,  when  he 
fays  that  the  King ,  who  by  the  Invention  of 
Corn  render  dUfeful  the  lower  Part  of  Egypt, 
which  was  yearly  overflowed  by  the  Nile,  and 
flrfl  peopled  it  and  reign  d  over  ity  feems  to 
have  been  worjhipped  by  his  Subjects  after  , 
Death  in  the  Ox  or  Calf  for  this  Benefaction : 
This  I  believe  to  be  truer  of  Thofe  lower 
Parts  of  Egypt  which  were  not  overflow’d 
by  the  Nile,  for  Herodotus  tells  us  ( c)  that 


(a)  Chronol.  />.  192,  &  219. 

(b)  Canon  iEgyptiacus.  p.  5-9. 

(0  'O/  «ts  Tpco  ayafpnyvvyjef  avAa nets,  *****% 
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biv^puTTOi  -sfei  w'iov  'zrov'ixfi*  $cc.  Lib.  z.  c.  14. 
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Thofe,  which  were  overflowed,  were  never 
ploughed,  tho’  they  were  fown  with  Corn 
yearly;  but  as  for  the  others  they  were 
ploughed  ;  and  this  King  having  taught 
them  to  plough  their  Lands  with  Oxen  for 
the  better  fowing  of  their  Corn,  he  was  wor- 
fhipped  (I  fuppofe)  by  his  Subjects  after 
Death  in  the  Ox  or  Calf,  juft  as  Sir  Ifaac 
obferves  of  Sefojlris,  that  he  was  reprefen  ted 
by  an  Ox,  becaufe  be  taught  the  conquer'd  Na¬ 
tions  to  plough  with  Oxen,  p.  226. 

But  if  we  fliould  admit  that  the  Egyp¬ 
tian  Apis  was  worfhipped  as  early,  as  You 
reprefent  it,  yet  you  have  no  grounds  from 
the  Scripture  Story  to  conclude,  that  the 
fetting  up  of  the  Golden  Calf  in  the  Wil- 
dernefs  was  to  recal  the  Worfhip  of  the 
Egyptian  Apis.  The  God  or  Gods,  whom 
the  Jews  intended  to  worlhip  under  that 
Image,  were  thofe  who  had  brought  them 
up  out  of  the  Land  of  Egypt,  Exod.  32.  4. 
Not  any  Egyptian  Gods,  we  may  be  fure, 
for  againjl  them  the  Lord  had  executed  Judg¬ 
ment  ( Exod.  12.  12.  Num.  33.  4.)  And 
therefore  the  Jews  well  knew  that  They 
had  been  fo  far  from  bringing  them  out  of 
Egypt,  that  they  had  come  out  from  thence 
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in  Oppofition  to  Them,  and  with  the  De¬ 
finition  of  them.  It  was  the  Lord  then, 
the  Jehovah ,  whom  they  foolifhly  meant  to 
wor (hip  under  the  Golden  Calf-,  and  fo  we 
are  exprefly  told,  v.  5.  that  when  Aaron  faw 
it,  he  built  an  Altar  before  it,  and  made  pro - 
clamation  and  /aid,  Lo-morrow  is  a  Feafl  un¬ 
to  the  Lord  (Jehovah.) 

I  fhall  mention  but  one  more  Miftake 
of  Yours  under  this  Article,  and  that  is 
in  />.  23.  where  you  fay  that  Kircher  has 
fhewn  that  Hieroglyphicks  or  facred  Charac¬ 
ters  were  invented  and  ufed  by  the  Egyp¬ 
tians  before  MofesV  time .  But  all  this  is 
flill  upon  the  Old  Scheme  ;  and  you  are 
not  fo  juft  to  your  Reader  as  to  own,  that 
both  Sir  John  Marjham  and  Sir  Ifaac  New -  j 
ton  have  fhewn  on  the  contrary  that  <Lhoth> 
the  reputed  Inventor  of  thofe  Hieroglyphicks, 
was  Contemporary  with  Sefojlris  or  Sefac ,  who 
was  the  fame  Shijhac,  which  plunder’d  the 
Temple  at  Jerufalem  in  the  Reign  of  Reho - 
boam.  All  that  Kircher  proves,  he  [a)  proves  up¬ 
on  Suppofition  that  Thoth  or  Mercurius  Trif-  ’ 
tnegiftus  was  much  earlier  than  Mofes  s  Days  \ 


{a)  Obelifc.  Pamphil,  /.  1 .  c.  4.  p.  47.  b5  c,  3. p.  28.  &c. 

and 


[  49  ] 

and  therefore  if  that  Fadt  be  not  True  (and 
You  know  that  it  is  contefted  by  fo  great 
Authorities  as  Sir  John  Marfham  and  (a) 
Sir  Ifaac  Newton ),  all  his  Proof  falls  to  the 
ground;  and  of  courfe  it  does  not  appear, 
that  the  Serpent  was  us’d  as  a  Hieroglyphick 
among  the  Egyptians  in  Mofes'  s  time:  and 
then  notwithstanding  what  you  have  learn’d 
from  Kircher ,  it  will  not  be  Probable,  that 
Mofes’j  Account  of  the  Fall  might  be  drawn 
from  Principles  and  Notions  imbib'd  in  his 
Touth  from  the  Schools  of  the  Egyptians. 

It  is  faid  indeed  in  Adi,  7.  22.  that  Mofes 
was  learned  in  all  the  Wifdom  of  the  Egyp¬ 
tians.  But  what  that  Wifdom  was,  is  no 
where  faid ;  nor  is  that  faying  of  St,  Stephen 
a  Proof  of  any  thing,  but  that  he  fpake  ac¬ 
cording  to  the  then  receiv’d  Tradition  of 
the  Jews  ;  and  Jofephus  fpeaks  after  the 
fame  manner  as  He  does:  The  Egyptians 
had,  long  before  the  time  of  Jofephus  or 
St.  Stephen ,  fo  beaded  of  the  Antiquity 
of  Arts  and  Sciences  among  them,  that  it 
was  then  the  prevailing  Notion,  that  they 
had  been  Eminent  for  Wijdom  even  before 
the  Age  in  which  Mofes  lived  :  but 
fome  of  the  Ancient  Writers,  who  were 
(a)  Ghronol.p.  22.  and  elfewhere« 

G  more 
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more  curious  Enquirers  into  their  Preten- 
fions,  did  long  ago  deny  the  Truth  of 
them;  and  from  the  Obfervations  which 
Thefe  made  and  left  in  writing,  it  is  that 
Sir  IJaac  Newton  has  traced  out  the  Ori¬ 
gin  of  Arts  and  Sciences  in  Egypt ,  and 
has  placed  it  many  Ages  lower  than  that 
vain  Nation  of  the  Egyptians  would  al¬ 
low  it. 

Upon  the  whole  then  of  this  Article 
it  appears  that  ’till  you  have  confuted  this 
new  Syftem  of  Chronology,  you  cannot 
Fairly  and  Juftly  affert,  that  Egypt  was  a 
great  and  jlourijhing  Kingdom ,  a  learned 
and  polite  Nation  in  Mofes  s  time.  If  Scrip¬ 
ture  Authority  be  any  Authority  with 
You,  you  have  the  King  of  Egypt  himfelf 
putting  the  Jews  more  than  upon  the 
Level  with  his  own  Subjects  in  refpedt  of 
their  Numbers :  or  if  Sir  IJaac  Newton’s 
Difcoveries  be  of  any  weight  with  You,  he 
has  (hewn  that  not  only  Learning  and  Po - 
litenejs  did  not  flourifh,  but  even  Letters 
were  not  in  ufe,  in  Egypt ,  ’till  many  Ages 
after  the  Period  where  you  have  fixt  it:  j 
And  in  anfwer  to  what  you  have  ad¬ 
vanced  about  the  early  Grandeur  and  Ilou -  1 
rijhing  Condition  of  the  Egyptian  Empire, 
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I  cannot  forbear  mentioning,  what  may  be 
collected  indeed  from  that  great  Authors 
Chronology,  but  what  I  have  heard  from 
his  own  Mouth,  “  That  he  thought  the 
cc  Kingdom  of  David  was  the  moft  confi- 
“  derable  Kingdom,  that  Then  was  or  had 
<c  been  eredted  in  the  World.  ” 

2.  The  next  and  the  laft  Hiflorical  Fadt, 
which  I  fhall  take  notice  of  as  advanced 
againft  the  Truth*  is  in  relation  to  the 
Confufion  of  Languages  at  Babel.  Tou  are 
of  Opinion ,  p.  38,  &c.  that  all  the  Variety 
of  Languages  obfervable  in  the  World  may 
be  accounted  for  by  Natural  Caufes  9  and 
that  Men  may  find  the  Caufe  to  be  grounded 
in  Reafon  and  Nature ,  in  the  necefiary  Mu¬ 
tability  of  things ,  the  Rife  and  Fall  of 
States  and  Empires ,  Change  of  Modes  and 
CufiomSy  which  neceffarily  introduce  a  pro - 
portionable  Change  in  Language:  In  fhort, 
that  without  any  fuch  Miracle ,  (as  Mofes 
pretends  there  was  in  the  Cafe,)  the  fame 
EjfeSi  mufi  neceffarily  have  follow'd  from 
the  very  Difperfion  and  Propagation  of  Mam 
kind . 

On  the  contrary,  Sir,  I  think  that  Mo~ 
fes  has  given  us  the  true  Account  >  and 

G  2  that 
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that  it  was  ImpoJJible ,  that  there  fhould  have 
been  fuch  a  Variety  in  the  feveral  Languages 
of  the  World,  as  there  is  known  to  be,  un- 
lefs  there  had  been  fome  fuch  miraculous 
Gonfufion  of  them,  as  according  to  Mofes 
happen’d  at  Babel. 

I  don’t  mean  (for  Proof  of  this)  to  exa¬ 
mine  the  feveral  Languages,  and  trace  them 
from  their  Originals  thro’  all  their  Enlarge¬ 
ments,  Alterations,  &c.  That  would  be 
a  tedious  Work,  if  I  were  capable  of  per¬ 
forming  it. 

But  I  have  one  Queftion  to  ask  You,  and 
I  fhould  be  glad  that  you  would  think  of  a 
fufficient  Anfwer  to  it,  before  you  form  a 
Peremptory  Judgment  againft  Mofes  s  Ac¬ 
count  of  the  Confufon  of  Languages. 

Suppofing  what  you  fay,  to  be  True  ;  viz. 
That  the  Mutability  of  Things,  the  Change  of 
Modes  and  Cuftoms ,  the  Rife  and  Fall  of  States 
and  Empires ,  &c.  mufl  neceffarily  in  length 
of  time  have  caufed  a  Variety  in  two  or 
more  Languages  which  were  Originally  the 
fame  3  Yet  I  ask,  whether  it  be  likely  that 
any  or  all  of  thefe  Natural  Caufes  could 
produce  Such  a  Variety  in  them,  as  that  the 
Things,  which  are  of  moft  Common  Ufe  in 

Life, 


In] 

Life,  and  which  all  Men  are  every  Day 
fpeaking  of,  fhould  come  in  different  Lan¬ 
guages  to  be  exprefs’d  by  Words  which 
have  not  the  lead:  Affinity  with  one  another, 
no  not  fo  much  as  in  One  Radical  Letter  ? 

To  give  you  fome  few  Inftances  out  of 
many,  of  what  I  mean  :  What  has  been 
more  common  in  all  Countries  and  Ages 
than  Water ,  Bread ,  &c.  What  is  oftner 
mention’d  than  thofe  Parts  of  us,  which  we 
are  always  ufing,  fuch  as  the  Hand ,  Foot , 
Heady  Mouthy  &c  ?  Now, 

Water  in  Englifh,  is  Maim  in  Hebrew, 
Hydor  in  Greek,  Aqua  in  Latin. 

Bread  in  Englifh,  is  Lechem  in  Hebrew, 
Artos  in  Greek,  Fanis  in  Latin. 

Hand  in  Englifh,  is  Jadh  in  Hebrew, 
Chir  in  Greek. 

Foot  in  Englifh,  is  Regel  in  Hebrew,  Fes 
in  Latin. 

Head  in  Englifh,  is  Rofch  in  Hebrew, 
Kephale  in  Greek,  Fete  in  French. 

Mouth  in  Englifh,  is  Peh  in  Hebrew, 
Stoma  in  Greek,  Os  in  Latin. 

Thefe  Inftances  are  fufficient  ( I  think)  to 
explain  my  Meaning  :  You  fee  in  Them 
that  there  is  the  wddeft  difference  between 

the 
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the  Sounds,  whereby  Men  of  feveral  Na 
tions  exprefs  thofe  Things,  which  they  mull 
all  have  had  the  moll  frequent  Occalion  to 
mention.  In  fuch  Inftances  all  your  Natu¬ 
ral  Caufes  could  only  have  produc’d  at  moll 
fome  Alteration  of  the  Sounds,  not  entirely 
new  Sounds :  For  what  could  tempt  Men  to  ( 
create  New  Words,  where  they  had  Old 
ones  before  for  the  very  fame  Purpofe?  Ef- 


pecially  in  Things  of  fuch  common  Ufe,  as 
that  the  Names  of  them  were  every  Day  in 
every  Man’s  Mouth  ?  Till  you  have  anfwer’d 
this  Queftion  then,  I  cannot  but  be  of  Opi¬ 
nion,  that  at  Babel  the  Language  of  Man¬ 
kind  was  confounded ,  as  Mofes  reports  ;  and1 
that  upon  the  Confufion  fome  entirely  new 
Languages  began;  each  of  which  Languages 
became  afterwards  the  Mother  of  feveral 
others,  which  were  nearly  allied  to  one. 
another,  as  being  deriv’d  from  one  Parent- 
Language  :  Hence  the  Hebrew ,  the  Syriac, 
the  Chaldee ,  &c.  had  fo  great  a  Refemblance. 
to  each  other ;  while  the  Englijh ,  the  Danijh , 
the  Dutch,  &c.  which  are  Branches  of  the  i 
< Teutonick ,  have  no  Affinity  (but  what  is 
purely  Accidental)  in  their  Primitive  Words 
with  any  of  the  foremention’d  ones,  but 

have 
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have  a  plain  Relation  to  each  other,  as  might 
be  expedted  in  thofe  which  are  deriv’d  from 
the  fame  Fountain. 

Sir,  upon  the  Whole  I  would  recommend 
to  you,  that  when  you  write  upon  any  Mat¬ 
ters  of  Importance,  You  would  learn  to  re¬ 
port  fairly  the  Paffages  which  you  cite  from 
Authors ;  and  when  you  give  your  Judg¬ 
ment  upon  Hiftorical  Fades,  you  would  con- 
fider  and  weigh  Things  better  than  you  ap- 
"  pear  to  have  done  in  your  Letter.  In  the 
mean  while  (to  ufe  your  own  Words)  I  leave 
you  to  contemplate  the  Merits  of  your  great 
Atchievements ,  and  to  confider  whether  the 
Force  and  Spirit,  with  which  your  Letter  is 
1  written,  can  atone  for  the  great  want  of 
‘  Truth,  which  is  difeover’d  in  it  by, 


SIR, 
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Tour  hearty  IV elwijher ,  &c. 
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DEFENCE 


OF  THE 


LETTER 


T  O 


Dr.  WA  TERLA  ND,  &c. 


SIR 


IS  with  no  fmall  relu&ance  that  I 


have  prevail'd  with  myfelf  at  laft 


to  take  notice  of  your  Reply  to  my 
Letter  to  Dr-  Waterland:  Your  Criticifms 
upon  it  are  either  fo  trifling,  or  fo  falfe,  that 
I  was  perfe&ly  fecure  of  their  making  any 
impreflion  to  my  di  fad  vantage  on  men  of 
fenfe  or  learning  :  and  as  it  has  been  my 
care  in  what  I  have  hitherto  offered  to  the 
Publick,  to  confult  both  the  profit  and  plea- 
fare  of  my  Reader,  fo  I  was  loth  to  fit  down 
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to  a  Controverfy  unlikely  to  afford  either ;  to 
difpute  only  about  words,  and  fquabble  about 
the  grammatical  conftru&ion  of  feparate  Scraps 
and  Quotations. 

However,  fince  nothing  elfe  that  deferves 
the  lcaft  attention  has  appear’d  on  the  occa- 
fion  but  this  Reply  of  yours,  which  by  the 
folemn  gravity  of  its  ftile,  and  the  air  of  au¬ 
thority  it  breathes,  may  poffibly  pafs  with 
fome  for  a  learned  and  judicious  performance, 
I  have  thought  proper  to  give  it  a  particular 
examination ;  efpecially  as  it  will  afford  me 
an  opportunity  of  explaining  myfelf  more 
clearly  in  fome  points  where,  contrary  to  my 
intention,  I  may  perhaps  have  given  offence  $ 
and  of  opening  by  the  way  fome  queftions  of 
great  importance,  towards  fettling  Chriftianity 
on  its  true  and  natural  foundation. 

The  clamour  you  raife  againft  me  is  for 
attempting  to  weaken  the  authority  ofMofesy 
and  your  Title  page  like  an  Alarm  bell  gives 
warning  thro’  the  Nation  of  an  Enemy  gone 
out  to  lay  wafte  and  deftroy  Revelation,  and 
propagate  Infidelity  5  and  yet  I  defy  you  to 
lhew  any  thing  advanced  in  my  Letter ,  for 
which  I  have  not  the  authority  of  the  beft 
and  moft  rational  Apologifts  both  ancient  and 
modern,  as  well  of  thcjewijh  as  ChriftianRe - 
ligion .  ’Tis  not  my  defign  to  deftroy  or  weak¬ 
en  any  thing  but  thofe  fenfelefs  fyftems  and 
prejudices,  which  fome  ftiff  and  cloudy  Di¬ 
vines  will  needs  fallen  to  the  body  of  Reli¬ 
gion, 
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gion,  as  neceffary  and  eflential  to  the  fupporfe 
of  it.  For  in  this  age  of  Scepticifm,  where 
Chriftianity  is  fo  vigoroufly  attacked  and  as  it 
were  clofely  befieged,  the  true  way  of  defend¬ 
ing  it,  is  not  to  enlarge  the  compafs  of  its 
fortifications,  and  make  more  help  necefiary 
to  its  defence,  than  it  can  readily  furnifh,  but 
like  skilful  Engineers,  to  demolifh  its  weak 
outworks,  that  ferve  only  for  fhelter  and 
lodgment  to  the  enemy,  whence  to  batter  it 
the  more  effectually,  and  draw  it  within  the 
compafs  of  its  firm  and  natural  entrench¬ 
ments,  which  will  be  found  in  the  end  im¬ 
pregnable. 

You  fay,  that  ‘Dr.  Water  land's  character  as 
a  learned  and  rational  advocate  for  Chriftiani¬ 
ty  drew  down  the  weight  of  my  wit  and  read¬ 
ing  upon  him,  and  that  he  had  done  too  much 
good,  not  to  receive  ill  at  the  hands  of  the  fa¬ 
vourers  of  Infidelity  1 .  But  is  not  this  both  rafh 
and  uncharitable  to  affert  fo  roundly  what  you 
cannot  know  to  be  true  5  that  the  ground  of  my 
quarrel  to  the  Doftor  is  the  good  he  was  doing 
Chriftianity  ?  Tis  pofiible,  Sir,  that  my  name 
may  not  always  continue  a  fecret,  and  when¬ 
ever  I  lhall  have  the  honour  of  being  known 
to  you,  if  I  be  not  thought  incapable  of  quar¬ 
relling  with  any  man  for  the  good  he  does  5  and 
if  my  life  be  not  found  as  exemplary  and 
agreeable  to  the  rules  of  the  Golpel,  as  that  of 
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the  mod  zealous  champion  of  you  all ;  then 
will  I  allow  every  thing  you  can  fay  or  fuf- 
pect  of  me  to  be  juft  and  reasonable. 

In  the  mean  while  I  contemn  your  ground- 
lefs  charge  of  Infidelity  ;  declare  myfelf  a  true 
friend  to  Chriftianity  which  I  am  able,  I 
think,  to  defend  by  principles  much  more  ra¬ 
tional  and  confident  than  thofc  you  feem  pof- 
feflcd  of  5  as  will  appear  very  clear  in  the  fe- 
qucl  of  this  controverfy.  And  I  mud  withal 
declare,  that  I  have  no  quarrel  at  all  to  Dr.  JVa- 
terland,  but  on  the  contrary  a  great  refpeft  for 
his  known  learning  and  abilities ;  am  periua- 
ded  only  that  whatever  good  he  defigned,  his 
way  of  defending  Scripture  is  very  lure  of  do¬ 
ing  mifehief  to  the  common  Religion  we  pro- 
fefs :  this  I  have  fhewn  in  my  Letter  to  him  by 
feveral  indanccs,  and  could’have  fhewn  it  in  as 
many  more  had  it  been  necelfary,with  no  other 
view,  than  to  divert  him  from  purfuing  a  me¬ 
thod  of  defence  fo  dangerous  to  the  caule  he 
was  vindicating :  but  fince  my  Remondrancc 
has  made  no  impreffion  on  him ;  and  he  has 
now  thought  fit  to  fccond  the  blow  he  had  gi¬ 
ven,  tho’  I  am  dill  the  more  confirmed  by  his 
lad  performance  in  the  fentiments  I  had  de¬ 
clared  of  the  fird,  yet  I  fhall  hardly  give  myfelf 
or  him  any  farther  trouble,  as  it  could  lerve  on¬ 
ly  to  illudrate  and  fpread  the  fcandal  already 
given,  by  collecting  and  pointing  it  out  to 
the  Reader  $  which  I  have  no  inclination  to 
do  any  farther  than  I  may  be  obliged  to  it  by 

the 
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the  Do£tor  or  Yourfelf  in  vindication  of  my 
own  credit  and  judgment. 

In  ail  Controverfies  about  Religion,  the 
chief  provocation  to  men  of  fenfe  is  to  fee  a 
fet  of  rafh,  dogmatical  Divines,  whofe  minds, 
prepoffeffed  with  fyftems  and  darkened  with 
prejudices,  could  never  fee  thro"  the  mifts 
their  Nurfes  and  Mothers  had  fpread  about 
their  eyes,  fetting  themfelves  up  for  the  only 
guides  and  teachers  of  truth  to  the  Nation  ; 
requiring  the  learning  and  reafon  of  mankind 
to  fubmit  to  their  arbitrary  decifions,  and 
branding  with  the  name  of  Sceptick  and  In - 
fidek  all  who  cannot  admit  their  manner  of 
explaining  and  defining  the  terms  of  Chrifti- 
an  Faith.  Such  Divines  as  thefe  are  fo  far 
from  afting  up  to  the  charafter  they  affume, 
of  Thyficians  of  the  foul ,  by  Ihewing  any  care 
to  gild  the  pill  they  prefcribe,  and  temper 
their  medicines  to  the  date  and  condition  of 
the  Patient,  that  they  expect  to  treat  rational 
creatures,  as  Farriers  do  their  Horfes,  tie  them 
up  by  the  nofe,  and  fo  make  them  fwailow 
whatever  they  think  fit  to  throw  down :  Thefe 
are  the  men  I  fhall  ever  quarrel  with,  as  the 
Tyrants  and  Oppreffors  of  Reafon  and  Con- 
fcience,  and  confequently  enemies  to  the 
peace  and  happinefs  of  mankind. 

But  'tis  time  to  open  the  date  of  our  prefent 
Controverfy  :  Tour  bufinefs ,  you  fay  with 


C6  ) 

me  is  not  to  enter  into  difpute  about  the  Rea - 
fonings  advanced  in  my  Letter,  but  to  fet  be¬ 
fore  me  and  expoftulate  with  me  about  the 
many  falfhoods  it  abounds  with ,  both  in  quo¬ 
tations  and  hiftorical faffs.  And  here  we  fee 
the  firft  fpecimen  of  your  art  and  inftncerity ; 
for  tho"  you  pretend  not  to  meddle  at  all  with 
my  Reafonings,  yet  a  great  part  of  your  per¬ 
formance  is  wholly  employed  in  examining 
them  :  nor  do  you  ever  omit  the  leal!  oppor¬ 
tunity  of  cavilling  at  them,  as  far  as  you  dare 
venture,  which  is  generally  out  of  your  depth, 
as  we  lhall  frequently  fee  in  the  progrefs  of 
this  difpute  :  But  'twas  prudent  to  fecure  a  re¬ 
treat  beforehand,  that  whenever  you  come  to 
be  pulh’d,  you  might  lhelter  yourfelf  under  , 
this  previous  declaration,  that  it  was  not  my 
Reafonings ,  but  my  Quotations  you  had  un¬ 
dertaken  to  attack. 

Again,  as  to  the  many  falfhoods  of  my  Quo¬ 
tations ,  you  betray  at  letting  out  a  ftrange  dif  , 
ingenuity,  for  you  undertake  to  conviff  me  of 
having  hardly  made  one  original  Quotation  of 
an  Author  in  his  true  fenfe ,  very  often  in  a  ' 
fenfemoftoppojitetothetrueone l.  Acorn-  j 
pleat  victory  indeed  !  not  to  leave  one  Quota¬ 
tion  alive !  not  to  let  a  fingle  one  efcape,  but 
to  treat  thefe  Rebels  to  Religion ,  like  Cata- 
lines  Rebels  to  the  State,  mow  them  all  down 
in  the  very  ranks  where  they  Hand.  But  this 

1  P-  7> 
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is  purfuing  only  the  old  rule  Calumny  $  to 
calumniate  ftrongly ,  without  any  regard  to 
truth ,  that  fomething  at  laft  may  flick :  for 
tho'  you  wou'd  prepolfefs  the  Reader  with  the 
notion,  that  I  have  not  reprefented  fo  much  as 
one  Quotation  truly $  yet  out  of  about  four- 
f  core ,  which  are  referred  to  in  my  jhort  Let¬ 
ter ,  all  you  pretend  to  criticife  are  but  fifteen. ; 
and  of  this  number  two  are  thrown  in  merely 
to  enhance  the  reckoning,  and  do  not  at  all 
relate  to  my  Quotations ,  but  contain  only 
fome  cavils  to  my  Reafonings. 

Laftly,  as  to  the  many  faljhoods  ofmyHifio- 
rical Faffs,  which  you  proclaim  me  guilty  of 
in  your  Title  page  5  the  whole  number  you 
conteft  with  me  amounts  only  to  one :  and 
tho'  to  fave  your  credit  you  would  fain  ftretch 
it  to  two ,  yet  your  fecond  inftance  concerns 
no  fad  at  all,  but  my  folution  only  of  a  fad, 
about  which  we  both  join  iffue,  viz.  the  Mo- 
faic  account  of  the  Confufion  of  Babel.  Is  this 
agreeable  to  the  gravity  and  charader  you  af¬ 
lame  of  an  Advocate  of  Chriftianity  >  or  can 
it  do  any  good  to  the  Caufe  of  Religion  to  de¬ 
fend  it  by  fuch  artful  methods  of  Calumny  5 
and  in  the  very  ad  of  expofing,  as  you  pre¬ 
tend,  my  want  of  veracity,  to  give  the  real 
fcandal  of  fo  notorious  and  wilful  an  infill- 
cerity  ? 

But  to  proceed  to  the  examination  of  your 
fevcral  Criticifms  5  which  I  fhall  take  notice 
of  in  the  order  as  they  offer  themfelves,  nei- 
2  ther 
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ther  evading  nor  palliating  the  force  of  any 
of  them. 

You  begin  your  attack  by  charging  me 
with  four  inftances  of  falfification  in  as  many 
examples  of  quotations  made  from  Cicero ; 
and  accufe  me  not  only  of  prejudice  and  par¬ 
tiality,  but  of  quoting  him  for  faying  what 
he  really  does  not  fay  5  nay,  what  he  dtf claims 
and  declares  againft  1  5  and  conclude  by  la¬ 
menting  that  this  Great  Mafter  of  Reafon 
fhouldhave  fo  unworthy  a  Follower  as  My / elf 
This  you  confirm  as  to  the  two  firft  inftances, 
by  fhewing  that  I  have  imputed  to  Cicero , 
what  he  fpeaks  only  under  the  perfon  of  Cotta 
and  under  the  fidion  of  a  "Dialogue,  and  what 
muft  not  therefore  be  confidered  as  his  own 
opinion. 

But  you  muft  needs  be  little  acquainted 
whhCicero’sDialogues ,  to  imagine  that  under 
thefe  feign  d  charadcrs  he  does  not  frequently 
reprefent  his  own  real  thoughts :  Ton  will  won¬ 
der,  fays  he,  in  his  letter  to  Varro,  prefix'd  to  , 
his  Academick  Quefiions,  to  find  a  Conven¬ 
tion  defer ibed  between  you  and  me  which  we 
never  held  together,  but  you  know  the  manner  > 
of  Dialogues  2 :  and  in  the  Preface  of  his  Book  i 
of  Old  Age,  he  tells  us,  that  he  had  aflignd 
the  principal  part  to  Old  Cato,  in  order  to  ' 
give  the  greater  weight  and  authority  to  his 


1  Reply  to  the  Letter,  p.  9,  10. 

1  Epift.  Fam.  1.  9.  ad  Vairon.  8. 
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own  fentiments 1 .  Now  in  this  Book  about 
the  Nature  of  the  Gods ,  whence  my  two  Quo- 
rations  are  taken,  He  has  inftituted  a  "Dialogue 
between  three  perfons,  of  the  three  different 
Sefts  of  Philosophy  of  mofl  credit  at  that 
time  in  the  world ;  Velleius  the  Epicurean , 
Balhus  the  Stoick ,  and  Cotta  the  Academick  : 
which  laft  from  the  Principles  of  that  Philo¬ 
sophy  undertakes  to  confute  the  Notions  of 
the Stoicksy  about  Religion  and  the  Gods:  and 
does  not  every  one  who  knows  any  thing  of 
Cicero ,  know  that  he  was  of  the  fame  Se£l  s 
a  conftant  Follower  of  the  Academy  in  his 
real  Judgment  >  fo  that  if  there  be  any  thing 
in  that  whole  Dialogue ,  which  can  be  called 
Cicero’s  own  more  peculiarly  and  properly 
than  the  reft,  Sis  the  very  part  and  chara&er 
affigned  to  Cotta :  for  in  his  fecond  Book  of 
Divination ,  where  he  difputes  in  his  own 
perfon,  he  takes  the  fame  fide,  and  ufes  the 
fame  arguments,  which  he  had  put  here  into 
the  mouth  of  Cotta ,  to  confute  the  opinion 
of  the  Stoicks  about  Religion  and  Divina¬ 
tion .  Where  then  does  he  difclaim  the  paffages 
I  have  quoted  \  why  no  where  ;  but  on  the 
contrary  in  other  places  confirms  them  5  and 
declares  only  in  general  in  the  clofe  of  this 
very  Conference,  that  the  argument  ofBalhus 

1  Sermonem  tribuimus  non  Tithono — —  -"-fed  M.  Catoni 
feni  quo  majorem  audloritatem  haberct  Oratio, 
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or  the  Stoick.  feemed  fomewhat  the  more  pro¬ 
bable  1 :  which  may  well  be  looked  upon  as  a 
compliment  to  Brutus ,  to  whom  he  addreffes 
this  very  book ;  for  as  Brutus  was  a  Stoick ,  it 
was  but  a  proper  civility  in  a  'Dialogue  dedi¬ 
cated  to  him,  to  give  a  flight  preference  to  the 
Principles  he  profeffed  $  as  we  find  him  to 
have  actually  done  on  another  occafion,  in 
allowing  the  Philofophy  xhzsBrutus  followed 
to  be  the  beft  2,  tho’  himfelf  was  of  a  different 
Seft. 

But  you  carry  the  point  full  farther,  and 
tell  us,  that  the  fentences  here  quoted  are 
fo  far  from  being  Ciceros ,  that  they  are  not 
even  Cottas  5  who  owns  at  laft,  that  all  he 
had  been  faying  was  not  built  on  any  certain 
judgment ,  but  propofed  only  for  argument  s 
fake ,  in  which  he  was  willing  to  be  confuted . 
And  here  whilft  you  fancy  yourfelf  pulhing 
your  adverfary,  you  betray  only  your  own  ig¬ 
norance:  for  every  one  converfant  in  Antique 
ty  cannot  but  know,  that  it  was  the  peculiar 
character  and  diftin£tion  of  th t  Academy ,  Nul¬ 
lum  judicium  interponere  y  to  deliver  nothing 
dogmatically ,  to  declare  no  judgment  of  its 
own  5  to  follow  only  the  probable  >  and  beat 
down  every  thing  advanced  as  certain  or  felf 
evident  3.  Cotta  therefore,  tho*  agreeably  to 

1  De  Nat.  Deor.  1.  3.  ad  fin.  2  Qai  turn  in  Philofophia, 
turn  in  optimo  genere  Philofophiae  tantum  procefleris.  Dc 
Fin.  1.  3.  init.  3  De  Divin.  1.  2,  3.  Hsec  in  Philofophia  ratio 
contra  omnia  differendi,  nullamque  rem  judicandi,  &c.  Nat. 
Deor.  1.  init. 

the 
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the  Principles  of  his  Sed,  he  might  wifh  to 
be  confuted,  that  is,  to  have  fome  greater  de¬ 
gree  of  probability  offered  to  him,  than  what 
he  had  before  acquiefced  in ;  yet  mull  be  fup- 
pofed  in  the  mean  while  to  have  embraced 
and  approved  the  Sentiments  he  had  been  aft 
ferting  in  this  Difpute  as  the  moft  probable. 

Your  Cavil  to  my  next  Quotation  is  ftill 
more  ridiculous,  for  tho'  "tis  truly  taken  from 
Cicero ,  yet  'tis  found  there,  you  fay,  in  the 
mouth  of  an  Qbjeffior.  Where  I  muft  own  my 
felf  puzzled  to  guefs  what  you  would  be  at : 
for  you  no  fooner  ftart  the  Cavil,  than  con¬ 
fute  it  yourfelf ;  telling  us  that  Cicero  fays 
the  fame  thing  in  another  place ,  and  in  anfwer- 
ing  the  very  objection  acknowledges  the  truth 
of  it1 :  but  is  a  fad  then  lefs  true  for  being 
propofed  as  an  Objection?  nay  is  there  not  the 
greater  prefumption  of  its  weight  for  being 
offered  in  that  form  >  and  if  it  be  true,  which 
is  all  Pm  concern'd  for,  'tis  entirely  the  fame 
thing, whether  it  be  put  as  a  Queftion->Anfwer> 
or  Objection :  'tis  put,  it  feems,  in  Tully  as 
an  Objection,  and  'tis  put  juft  fo  in  my  Letter  j 
where  I  fhall  leave  it  in  its  place,  without 
lofing  more  time  about  a  Criticifm  fo  im¬ 
pertinent. 

Your  laft  inftance  of  Falfification  charged  on 
me  from  Tully ,  is  the  mention  of  a  Dream  of 
Alexander  the great ,  about  a  Serpent’ s  fp cak¬ 
ing 


1  Rep.  p.  1 1 . 
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ing  to  him,  which  Tally,  I  fay,  makes  merry 
with.  To  thisyou  give  a  double  Anfwer :  Firft, 
That  tho’  Cicero  had  laugh’d  at  fuch  a  'Dream, 
yet  ’tis  no  more  a  confequence  than  that  my 
left  hand  is  my  right,  that  he  would  have 
laugh’d  at  the  Story  of  a  Serpent’s  really 
fpeaking ,  when  attefted  fo  credibly,  as  ’tis  by 
Mofes.  Secondly,  that  in  fact,  he  did  not 
laugh  at  the  Dream  at  all,  and  that  ’tis  all  a 
merry  invention  of  my  own1.  And  lo  far  I 
agree  with  you,  that  what  he  ridicules  is  not 
fo  much  the  extravagance  of  a  Dream,  a  thing 
common  with  every  body,  as  the  pretended 
miraculous  effect  of  it,  and  the  foolifh  credu¬ 
lity  of  thofe  who  look  on  fuch  Dreams  asfent 
from  God.  But  1  inlift  upon  it  withal,  that 
he  laughs  too  at  the  fancy  of  a  Serpent’s 
fpeaking,  and  that  efpecially  when  it  had  its 
mouth  full  but  as  this  was  not  the  cafe  of 
Mofes  s  Serpent,  you  think  it  clear,  that  had 
he  met  with  the  Story  fo  well  attefted  by  the 
grave  ft  and  moft  ancient  of  all  Hiftorians  he 
muft  needs  have  believed  it. 

This  indeed  is  a  curious  and  ingenious 
Problem,  worthy  the  meditation  of  fo  judi¬ 
cious  a  perfon  as  your  felf,  whether  Cicero 
would  have  believed  this  Story  or  no :  and  tho’ 
I  have  neither  leifure  nor  inclination  to  difeufs 
it  with  you  at  prefent,  yet  cannot  help  of¬ 
fering  a  hint  or  two  which  may  be  of  ufe  in 
fo  important  an  enquiry. 

■Rep.  p.13,13. 
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Cicero  then  aflerts  on  all  occafions,  that 
our  belief  or  opinion  of  things  ought  not  to 
depend  on  Teftimony  or  Authority ,  but  on  the 
weight  and  moment  ofReafons :  condemns  the 
Pythagoreans  for  their  Ip fe  dixit,  or  implicit 
faith  in  their Mafter  Pythagoras :  and  declares 
it  unworthy  of  a  Philofopher  or  Man  of  Senfe 
to  appeal  to fuch  Witnejfes  as  may  be  fufpebl- 
ed  to  have  falfified  or  feigned  the  Faffs  they 
relate ;  and  to  lhew  the  Truth  of  things  by  ex¬ 
traordinary  Events  inftead  of  Arguments  r. 
Thefe,  Sir,  were  the  Sentiments  of  Cicero,  and 
I  muft  leave  it  to  your  contemplation,whether 
a  perfon  pofteffed  of  fuch  notions  could  eafily 
take  up  with  a  Story  fo  furprizing  and  prodi¬ 
gious  on  the  fingle  Teftimony  of  an  Author, 
who  lived  above  two  thoufand years  after  the 
fad,  tho*  he  pretended ,  as  you  fay,  to  be  in - 
fpired. 

But  fince  you  have  thought  fit  to  call  this 
Story  again  upon  the  ftage,  and  vouch  for  Ci¬ 
cero ,  that  he  would  have  believed  it  on  the 
fame  good  Authority  that  Jews  and  Chrijlians 
do  i  pray  tell  us,  Sir,  after  all,  what  it  is  that 
we  Chriftians  are  obliged  to  believe  of  it : 

1  Non  enim  tam  audtores  in  difputando,  quam  rationis  mo¬ 
menta  quserenda  funt  ■■■■■■  ■■■ nec  probare  foleo  id,  quod  de 
Pythagoricis  accepimus,  quos  ferunt,  fi  quid  affirmarent  in  dif¬ 
putando,  cum  ex  iis  qusereretur,  quare  ita  effet,  refpondere  fo- 
litos,  Ipfe  dixit  — — —  De  Nat.  Deor.  1.  2. 

Hoc  ego  Philofophi  non  arbitror  teftibus  uti ;  qui  aut  cafii 
veri,  aut  malitia  falfi,  fi&ique  efle  poffunt.  Argumentis  et  ra- 
tionibus  oportet  quare  quidque  ita  ih  docere  ;  non  eyentis,  & c* 
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Muft  we  believe  it  to  be  all  an  Allegory  ?  No  ? 
'tis  the  Allegorical  Interpretation  that  has 
drawn  this  clamour  upon  me  of  weakning  the 
Authority  ofMofes ,  and  favouring  Infidelity . 
Muft  we  believe  it  to  be  all  Literal?  No ; 
we  are  not  allowed  to  do  that,  fince  there's 
certainly  much  My  fiery  in  it.  What  then  are 
we  to  do  ?  why,  we  are  to  conftder  it  neither 
as  Fall  nor  Fable  ;  neither  Literal  nor  Alle¬ 
gorical  y  but  both  together :  to  interpret  one 
fentence  literally  5  the  next  allegorically  j  the 
third  again  liter  ally ,  and  fo  on  to  the  end  of 
the  Chapter  5  which  like  the  very  Serpent  it 
treats  of,  is  all  over  fpotted  and  fpeckled, 
here  with  Letter ,  there  with  Myfiery,  and 
fometimes  with  a  dafti  of  both. 

For  inftance  5  God  ?nade  Man>  we  accept 
literally ;  but  after  his  own  image ,  in  &  figu¬ 
rative  or  metaphorical  fenfe  :  that  God  made 
Woman >  we  believe  literally  s  but  out  of  the 
Rib  of  Man  moft  interpret  allegorically  :  God 
planted  a  Garden  orBaradife  j  here  Commen¬ 
tators  are  endlefly  divided  between  Letter  and 
Allegory  i  fome  will  have  it  to  be  in  heaveny 
fome  on  earth ,  others  in  a  middle  region  be¬ 
tween  both.  Again  5  the  Serpent  was  more 
fubtle  than  any  Beafl  of  the  field ,  we  under- 
ftand  literally  >  but  this  fubtle  creature  no 
fooner  accofts  Eve ,  than  he  becomes  an  alle¬ 
gorical  Beaft  s  the  old  Serpent ;  the  old  De¬ 
ceiver ,  Satan .  Laftly,  as  to  the  punilhment 
denounced  on  the  Oifenders,  I  will  put  en¬ 
mity 


(  *5  ) 

mity  between  thee  and  the  Woman >  and  be¬ 
tween  thy  feed  and  her  feed it  fall  bruife 
thy  head ,  and  thou  fait  bruife  his  heel  s  "tis 
all  Allegory  ■>  all  a  great  My  fiery. 

Now  is  it  not  more  rational  to  follow  one 
uniform,  confident  way  of  Interpretation, 
than  to  jump  at  every  ftep  fo  arbitrarily  from 
Letter  to  Allegory :  and  if  the  Letter  be 
found  in  faft  contradictory  to  Reafon  and  the 
notions  we  have  of  God >  what  is  there  left 
us  but  to  recur  to  Allegory  ?  for  which  we 
have  the  authority  of  moft  of  the  ‘Primitive 
Fathers ,  and  the  beft  Jewifh  Writers :  and. 
the  allegorical  way  of  expounding  was  fo  far 
from  giving  fcandal  in  former  ages  of  the 
Church,  that  on  the  contrary,  to  flight  it  was 
looked  upon  as  heretical  and  full  of  dange¬ 
rous  confequences 1 . 

Philo ,  the  moft  learned  and  orthodox  de¬ 
fender  of  the  Jewifh  Religion ,  treats  this  very 
Hiftory  of  the  Creation  and  Fall  of  Man  as 
wholly  allegorical.  By  Paradife ,  fays  he,  we 
may fuppofe  enigmatically fignifiedthe govern¬ 
ing  part  of  the  Souly  full  of  various  opinions , 
like fo  many  Plants  j  by  the  Tree  of  Life  pPiety 

1  Propter  has  caufas  omnia  quae  de  Paradifo  diela  funt  fpiri- 
tualiter  intelligenteslnterpretes,  quorum  meminimus,  dixerunt, 
quod  diverfae  natae  fint  haerefes  a  quibufdam  hominibus  qui  car- 
naliter  audierunt,  quae  de  Deo  et  Paradifo  dicuntur,  &c.  Vid. 
Bibliothec.  Patrum,  per  Marg.  de  la  Bigue.  Par.  1589.  Tom.i. 
p.  270. 

Sunt  inter  Haereticos  qui  contendunt  minime  convenire,  ut 
Vet.  Teftamenti  fcripta  myftice  atque  aliter  quam  de  rebus  iplis 
snterpretentur,  &c.  ibid,  p.  409.  c.  3. 

towards 
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towards  God ,  the  greateft  of  Virtues,  by 
which  the  Soul  is  made  immortal:  by  the  Tree 
of  knowledge  of  Good  and  Evil,  our  common 
Under  ft  anding,  by  which  we  diftinguifh  things 
contrary  to  each  other  in  nature,  &c.  And 
when  he  comes  to  the  ftory  of  the  Serpent  i 
Thefe  things,  fays  he,  are  not  like  the  fabulous 
Fictions  of  Poets  and  Sophijlers,  but  figura¬ 
tive  or  typical  Lejfons  oflnftrublion,  inviting 
us  to  fearch  for  the  Allegorical  Senfe,  by  the 
difcovery  of  its  latent  and  hidden  meaning : 
in  which  whoever  follows  the  moft  probable 
conjecture,  will  find  the  Serpent,  as  ’ tis  aptly 
called,  to  be  the  fymbol  of  Pie  afire  1  :  &c. 
whence  he  goes  on  to  give  the  fame  Allego¬ 
rical  Interpretation  of  the  whole,  which  I 
have  done  in  my  Letter . 

Clemens  of  Alexandria  tells  us,  that  all  JPri- 
ters,  whether  Barbarians  or  Greeks,  who  have 
ever  treated  of  Theology,  have  induftrioufly 
obfcured  the  beginning  and  origin  of  things,  by 
delivering  the  Truth  in  ex Enigmas ,  Symbols , 
Allegories,  Metaphors  andfuch  like  figures  2. 
And  in  another  place,  that  the  whole  Scrip¬ 
ture  is  written  in  the  Parabolical  Stile  3,  for 
which  he  gives  feveral  reafons. 

Eufebius  fhews,  that  Mofess  Hiflory  of  the 
Creation ,  ofParadtfe  and  the  Fall  of  Man,  was 
delivered  by  him  in  this  recondite  and  fymbo- 

1  Philo  de  Opifido  Mun.  p.  35,  36,  &c.  2  Strom.  1.  5.  Op. 

T.  2 ■  p.  658.  Edit.  Potter.  3  IJccpet ethnos  6 
reiv  yyutytov,  ib.  1,  6.  p.  803. 
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Heal  way  of  learning  ;  and  that  Plato ,  (chang¬ 
ing  only  the  names,  as  of  Paradije  into  the 
Garden  of  Jupiter ,  &c.)  has  copied  the  whole 
Story,  and  allegorifed  it  juft  as  Mofes  had  done 
before  him  of  which  he  gives  likewife  fome 
other  examples. 

And  that  the  Primitive  Writers  in  general 
efteemed  the  fymbolical  or  figurative  interpreta * 
tion  of  Scripture ,  to  be  on  many  occafions  the 
only  method  of  vindicating  it,  is  very  cer¬ 
tain  and  undeniable:  for  inftance,  the  Mo- 
faic  Laws  about  Animals  clean  and  unclean  were 
confidered  by  them  as  wholly  allegorical,  full 
of  a  hidden  and  myfiical  meaning:  The  Law , 
fays  Philo ,  accounts  the  Camel  an  unclean  heafiy 
becaufe  tho  he  chews  the  cud,  he  does  not  divide 
the  hoof ;  now  if  we  confider  this  according  to 
the  outward  Letter,  Pis  hard  to  fay,  what  Jenfe 
there  is  in  it,  but  if  according  to  the  inward 
meaning,  there  is  a  mofi  clear  and  necefary  one 9 
&c.  which  he  goes  on  to  explain  a. 

When  Mojes  told  the  People ,  fays  Barnabas , 
that  they  were  to  abfiain  from  fitch  and  fuch  A- 
nimals ;  the  Command  of  God  does  not  import  a 
real  Prohibition  to  eat  ,•  but  Mofes  fpoke  fpiritu - 
ally,  and  by  prohibiting  Swine  s  flejh,  meant  only 
to  fay,  thou  Jhalt  not  keep  company,  or  join  thy 
felf  to  fuch  Men,  as  in  their  manners  are  like  to 
Swine ,  &c.  3 

1  Rraepar.  Evang  p.  343.  Edit.  R.  Steph.  2  De  Agri~ 

_ r  -  l  '  n 1.  t?  '  n  _  _ _ r?  J : . 


cult.  p.  206. 
Coteler. 


3  S.  Barnab.  Bpift.  c  x.  p.  30.  Edit. 
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Clemens  of  Alexandria ,  Eufebius,  LaBantius, 
&c.  follow  Barnabas’s  interpretation :  Tertul- 
lian  goes  further,  and  fays,  that  nothing  is  fo 
contemptible  as  the  Mofaic  Laws  about  the  dij- 
tinBion  and  prohibition  of  animal  food:  and  O- 
rigen  {till  more  freely;  that  if  we  take  them  li¬ 
ter  all y,  they  are  unworthy  oj  God,  and  lefs  rati¬ 
onal  than  the  Laws  of  Men,  as  of  the  Romans, 
Athenians,  Lacedemonians-,  nay,  that  fame  of 
them  are  contray  to  reafon  and  impojjible  to  be 
cbferved 

Thus  far  then  you  muft  needs  allow  me 
to  be  orthodox;  clear  of  any  attempt  either 
againft  the  Authority  of  MoJ'es,  or  in  favour  of 
Infidelity ;  unlefs  you  will  involve  in  the  fame 
crime  with  me  the  moft  pious  and  learned 
Fathers  of  the  Church,  and  the  ableft  Defenders 
of  Chriftianity  in  all  Ages  :  Let  us  fee  how 
juft  your  charge  upon  me  is  in  the  following 
Articles ;  particularly  that  of  the  JewiJh  Cir- 
cumcifion-,  where  you  next  examine  what  I 
have  advanced  in  relation  to  its  divine  Origin. 

You  affirm  in  the  firft  place,  that  I  think 
with  the  Author  of  Chrifiianity  as  old,  &c.  that  ( 
Circumcifion  was  borrowed  from  /Egypt  2.  But 
pray,  Sir,  where  have  I  declared  that  I  think 
fo  ?  All  that  I  endeavoured  or  intended  to 
{hew,  was  the  raffinefsandunreafonablenefs  of 
thofe  Divines,  who  aflert  its  divine  Origin  in 
a  ftile  fo  dogmatical  and  overbearing  as  cannot 

*  Vid.  ibii.  Cotelerii  Not.  42.  z  Reply,  p.  13- 

fail 
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fail  of  giving  difguft  to  Men  of  candour  and 
learning ;  not  allowing  the  leaft  colour  of  rea~ 
fon  to  the  contrary  opinion,  but  treating  it  as 
the  meer  effedt  of  malice  and  ignorance;  a 
way  of  defence  fo  contrary  to  good  fenfe  and 
good  manners,  that  the  caufe  of  Religion  muft 
needs  fuffer  by  it. 

However,  Sir,  had  I  really  thought,  what 
you  impute  to  me,  ’tis  not  at  leaft  in  your 
power  to  convince  me  of  an  error,  as  we  fhall 
ibon  fee  by  the  weak  attempt  you  make  to¬ 
wards  it.  For  in  confidering  a  Quotation  of 
mine  from  Jofephus ,  you  fay,  'Pis  plain  that 
Jofephus  does  not  Jpeak  there  of  any  /Egyptians 
circumcifedy  but  Priefls  only ;  and  that  if  I 
had  tranfated  him  right ,  my  Argument  would 
have  been  Jpoiled  j  and  that  for  your  part,  you 
gather  from  what  Jofephus  fays  of  Herodotus , 
that  he  underflood  Herodotus  to  mean  that  the 
/Egyptian  Priefls  only  were  circumcifed:  whence 
you  form  immediately  an  Hypothefis  out  of 
your  own  brain ;  that  thefe  Priefls  oj  /Egypt 
taught  the  Priefls  of  other  Nations  to  be  circum - 
cifedy  on  pretence  that  it  was  necefary  in  Jiich 
only  for  the  fake ,  not  of  Ckanlinefy  as  I  render 
the  word  xaGaqiQTi but  of  Purity ,  or  inter¬ 
nal  Holinefsy  juft  as  it  was  among  the  Jews  T. 

But  now,  Sir,  if  the  contrary  to  this  be 
true  in  every  particular ;  if  the  /Egyptian  Peo¬ 
ple  hi  generaly  and  not  the  Priefls  only  were  cir - 

l  Rep.  p.  15,  &c. 
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cumctfed ; 
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Cumcifed ;  if  Jcfephus  under  flood  Herodotus  in 
that  very  fenfe ,  and  laftly,  if  Circumcijion  was 
ufed  by  them  juft  as  I  have  faid,  for  the 
fake  of  outward  Cleanlinefs ,  and  not  as  your 
Criticifm  imports,  inward  Purity  ;  what  will 
you  fay  for  yourfelf ;  what  excufe  will  you 
make  for  giving  me  fo  much  trouble  ?  Will 
not  the  Reader  begin  to  fufpedt  that  with  all 
this  Gravity  you  are  but  a  Pretender  to 
Learning,  without  any  found  (hare  of  it;  that 
the  Knowledge  you  are  mafter  of,  is  fupplied 
from  Scraps  and  marginal  Citations,  without 
any  thorough  acquaintance  with  Antiquity, 
or  the  Authors  you  refer  to  ?  and  as  oft 
therefore  as  you  are  engaged  to  treat  a  quef- 
tion  to  the  bottom,  like  a  Man  fighting 
in  the  dark,  inftead  of  beating  your  Adveiv 
fary,  will  oftner  be  found  beating  the  Air  and 
bruifing  your  own  Knuckles  againft  Pofts  or 
Walls  ?  of  which  we  fhall  fee  many  an  in- 
ftance  before  Pve  done  with  you. 

For  fuppofe  that  I  had  allowed  the  very 
thing  that  you  contend  for ;  that  the  Priefs 
only  were  circumcifed  in  JEgypt ;  how  would 
my  Argument  have  been  fpoiled  by  it  ?  Was 
it  impoiiible  for  Mofes ,  who  was  bred  up 
among  thofe  very  Priejls ,  and  inftrufted  in 
all  their  Learning ,  to  have  copied  Circumcijion 
from  them,  and  vet  extend  it  further  after- 
wards  by  impoiing  it  on  the  People  too?  but 
not  to  dwell  on  Hypotbefis,  let  us  enquire 
into  the  Faft, 


The 


(  ) 

The  Authors  I  have  quoted*  the  oldeft, 
who  give  any  account  of  Circumcifio n,  He¬ 
rodotus,  Diodorus  Siculus ,  Strabo ,  mention  it 
always  as  a  cuftom  common  to  the  whole 
Nation,  without  giving  the  leaft  hint  or  rea- 
fon  to  believe  that  it  was  confin’d  to  Priejls 
alone.  Agatharcides ,  as  quoted  by  Photius % 
fays  exprefly  that  all  the  /Egyptians  were  ci?~~ 
cumcifed 1 :  and  Saidas  hints  the  fame  in  the 
word  Strabo  indeed  adds,  what  is 

confirmed  likewife  by  other  Writers,  that  the 
Women  were  alfo  cir cumcifed  z:  which  fully 
confutes  your  Notion,  and  fhews  the  Practice 
to  have  been  general. 

A  Queftion  indeed  may  arife  about  the 
obligation  to  it ;  whether  it  was  of  abfolute 
neceffity  or  not  to  all ;  and  there  may  poffi- 
bly  have  been  fome  diftindtion  between 
Priejls  and  People  on  this  account :  but  that 
it  was  commonly  and  generally  pradtifed  by 
all,  can  admit  of  no  doubt  from  the  concur¬ 
rent  Teflimony  of  all  Authors:  and  ’tis  cer¬ 
tain  that  as  the  Jews  would  receive  none 
to  the  PaJJover ,  but  the  cir  cumcifed ;  fo  the 
/Egyptians  admitted  none  elfe  to  their  religi¬ 
ous  Myjieries  3 ;  fo  that  Pythagoras  was  for¬ 
ced  to  be  cir  cumcifed,  to  procure  admittance 
to  their  recondite  and  fymbolical  Learning: 
whence  ’tis  probable,  that  it  was  confidered 

*  Photii  Biblioth.  p.  1358-  ex  Agatharcide,  c.  30. 

z  L.  17.  3  Clem.  Alex.  Strom.  1.  1.  p.  354.  c.  15. 

Edit,  Potter.  Vid.  it.  Cotelerii  Not,  in  Barnab.  Epift.  c.  9. 
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as  a  kind  of  religious  Tefl ,  which  the  Priefts 
and  all  who  expected  any  benefit  from  Re¬ 
ligion  or  Office  in  the  State  were  obliged 
more  peculiarly  to  comply  with. 

The  next  point  is,  whether  Jofephus  un- 
derftood  Herodotus  to  mean  that  Circumcifion 
was  peculiar  to  the  Priejls.  And  if  it  be  true 
in  fact,  as  is  (hewn  above,  that  it  was  not 
confined  to  Priefis ,  and  that  Herodotus  has  gi¬ 
ven  no  ground  for  fuch  a  diftinction  ;  your 
notion  muft  fall  of  it  felf.  Jofephus  indeed, 
in  the  place  referred  to,  may  be  underftood 
of  a  peculiar  obligation  or  abfolute  neceffity 
which  the  Priefts  were  under  to  be  circum- 
cified  above  all  other  Men ;  but  on  another 
occafion  where  he  appeals  to  Herodotus ,  for 
affirming  the  /Egyptians  to  be  the  Authors 
cfi  Circumcifion  to  all  other  People ,  and  even  to  ' 
the  Jewsy  he  makes  no  other  reflection  upon 
it,  than  that  of Jitch  things  every  one  may  Jay 
what  he  thinks  fit  T.  A  modern  Author,  of 
more  zeal  than  judgment,  fays  on  the  occafion  3 
Jofephus  has  taken  notice  of  the  words  of  Hero -  ' 
dot  us  y  but  I  could  have  wijhed ,  that  he  had 
called  him  to  account  for  them,  and  not  pajfed ) 

them  over  fo  coldly - This  did  not  become  Jofie -  j  j 

phus ,  on  other  occafions  Jo  flout  an  Advocate  of 
the  Honour  of  his  Nation  2.  I 

i\gain,  You  fay,  that  the  A Egyptians  did 
not  ufe  Circumcifion ,  for  the  lake  of  Cleanlinefs, 

*  ZJift  JAW  txtm  t kusoi  faytToirc'.v  on  uv  ctuTois  £oky\.  Antiq.  J ! 

3.-  c.  x.  $.3.  k  De  Repub.  Hebraeor  1.  2.  c.  4.  p.  70. 
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as  I  render  the  word  Kct6ctpioTifl(&>9  butofP#- 
rity:  an  Obfervation  wholly  groundlefs;  it 
being  certain,  that  the  main  intent  of  thecuf- 
tom  was  not  to  make  them  more  holy  or  pure , 
but  more  fweet  and  clean  3  in  order  to  prevent 
fome  bodily  diftemper  or  inconvenience  fre¬ 
quent  in  thofe  warm  Climates 3  which  is  al- 
ledged  by  Writers  as  the  caufe  and  natural  rea- 
fon  of  the  fame  practice  in  all  the  neighbouring 
Countries  x.  But  befides 3  the  Paflage  itfelf, 
as  it  hands  in  Herodotus ,  can  fuggeft  no  other 
notion,  and  all  others  who  have  ever  quoted 
it,  have  taken  it  in  the  fame  fenfe  that  I  do 3  for 
’tis  ranked  in  company  with  fuch  Cuftoms  as 
relate  folely  to  external  Neatnefs  or  Cleanli - 
nefs  x ;  viz.  the  wajhing  themfelves  twice  each 
day ,  and  as  oft  each  night  in  cold  water  3  the  con - 
ft  ant  wajhing  their  Cups  3  their  Veftments 3  and 
the  Jhaving  their  Bodies  to  keep  them  clear  of 
Lice  and  other  Vermin ,  &c. 

But  you  hill  blunder  on  and  tells  us,  that 
the  notion  of  the  /Egyptians  was  juft  the  fame 
with  that  of  the  Jews,. amongft  whom  it  was 
confidered  as  an  Emblem  of  Purity  3 ;  in  which 
you  £hew  as  little  acquaintance  with  Scrip- 

1  ./Egyptii,  Jithiopes,  aliique  ex  oriente  populi  rationes re¬ 
gion!  vel  religioni  fuse  proprias  habuerunt,  quibus  diuante  tern- 
pora  Abrahami  ad  virilium  pelliculas  praecidendas  indu&i  cen- 
feantur.  Nam  Philo  8c  alii  circumcilionem  inter  gentes  aliquas 
confilio  civili  primum  introdudtam  putant,  ad  praccavendam  i'ci- 
lieet  lepram  aut  carbunculum,  e  fordibus  fab  praeputio  latenti- 
fcus  oriri  folitum,  8cc.  Spencer  de  Leg.  Heb.  1.  i.  c.  5.  §.  4. 
ps  5$,  *  Vid.  Herod,  1,  2,  37,  »  Reply,  p.  16. 
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tural  or  Jewifh  Hiftory ,  as  you  do  with  the 
/Egyptian:  For  ’tis  clear  from  Scripture  that 
Circumcifion  was  not  given  for  the  fake  of 
Purity ,  but  as  a  Sign  and  Seal  of  a  Cove?iant 
between  God  and  his  People ;  as  an  outward 
Mark  to  diftinguifh  thofe  who  were  under 
that  Covenant,  from  all  other  Nations  what- 
foever.  This  is  the  account  we  have  of  its  In- 
ftitution  as  well  from  Scripture  as  the  Primi¬ 
tive  Fathers.  You  fall  circumcife ,  fays  God 
to  Abraham ,  the  flejh  of  your  foreskin ,  and  it 
fhall  be  a  token  of  the  Covenant  between  me  a?id 
you  *. 

Abraham  fays,  Juftin  Martyr ,  received  Cir¬ 
cumcifion  as  a  Mark  or  Signy  and  not  as  of  any 
efficacy  towards  Righteoufnefs  or  Holinefs  as  both 
Scripture  and  Faff  itfelf  oblige  us  to  allow  \ 
And  Irenceus ,  That  God  gave  it  not  as  of  any 
fervice  to  ffufiice  or  Righteoufnefs ,  but  for  a 
Mark  to  diflinguifh  Abrahams  Pofierity  3 .  The 
Reader  will  make  a  proper  Reflection  on  a 
Criticifm  grounded  in  meer  miftake  both  of 
fewifh  and  /Egyptian  Antiquity . 

But  the  Sting  is,  that  I  think  with  the  Au¬ 
thor  of  Chrijlianity  as  old  &c.  which  is  fo  far 
from  being  a  Reproach  whenever  he  thinks 
right,  as  he  certainly  does  in  fome  things  $ 

1  Gen.  xvii.  1 1.  2  Dialog,  cum  Tryph.  par.  i.  p.  184. 

Edit.  Thurlb.  3  Quoniam  autem  circumcilionem  non 

quali  confummatrieem  jultitiaer,  fed  in  ligno  earn  dedit  Deu», 
ut  cognofcibile  perfeveret  genus  Abrahse  &c.  Adv.  Hser.  1. 
4.  c.  30. 
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that  it  would  be  much  more  for  your  credit 
to  do  fo  too,  than  to  fpend  your  time  and 
pains  in  maintaining  vulgar  Errors  and  pious 
Prejudices  againft  plain  Fad  and  Hiftory ; 
but  if  you  would  do  me  right,  you  fhould 
reprefent  me,  as  thinking  with  Herodotus,  Di¬ 
odorus  Siculus,  Strabo,  Philo,  JoJ'ephus,  Photius , 
Sir  Jo.  Marfham,  Dr.  Spencer,  and  even  Col- 
met  too,  whom  you  recommend  to  my  peru- 
lal  5  who,  tho’  he  labours  like  yourlelf  to 
fupport  the  common  Hypothefis  againft  Fad 
and  Teftimony,  yet  is  fo  fair  at  the  fame 
time  as  to  allow  a  great  colour  of  Reafon,  a 
great  ground  of  Probability  to  thofe  who  af- 
fert  the  contrary  opinion,  which  is  all  that 
I  have  ever  declared  for. 

We  are  now  arrived  at  what  you  call  my 
Mafterpiece  of  Quotation,  viz.  a  paffage  of  Jo- 
fephus  referred  to  in  my  Letter ,  in  which  I 
make  him  give  up,  as  you  fay,  the  Divine  Mif- 
fon  of  his  own  Legijlator  Mofes  \  Here  in¬ 
deed  you  fee m  greatly  moved,  and  employ  all 
your  Rhetorick  to  move  me  too ;  calling  up¬ 
on  me  in  the  tnoft  folemn  manner  for  the 
fake  of  fincerity  to  retract  my  rajh  affection,  and 
to  conjider  the  whole  Quotation  over  again,  in 
which  there’s  nothing,  you  fay,  that  even feems 
to  deny  the  Divine  Origin  of  the  Law  and  the 
Divine  Infpiration  of  its  Founder,  but  what 
arifesfrom  my  Mifreprefentation ;  that  fuch  a 


'  Rep,  p.  1 6. 
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thought  was  as  far  from  Jofephus ,  as  attention 
or  fmcerity  was  from  me  *. 

I  am  come  therefore,  Sir,  in  obedience  to 
your  call,  to  review  the  whole  Paflage,  and 
to  confider  very  ferioufly  and  attentively  not 
the  Tranflationy  as  you  ablurdly  call  it,  but 
the  fort  Abjtratt  I  had  given  of  the  fenfe  of 
the  place  in  a  manner  agreeable  to  the  form 
of  a  Letter ,  in  which  an  exaft  or  verbal 
Tranflation  mud  needs  have  appeared  ftiff 
and  aukward:  and  upon  a  mod  careful  Exa¬ 
mination  both  of  the  Original  and  my  Ac¬ 
count  of  it,  I  am  fo  far  from  being  fenfible 
that  I  have  mifreprefented  my  Author,  that 
I  am  the  more  clearly  and  perfectly  convinced 
that  I  had  before  given  his  true  Sentiments  > 
and  that  JcJephus  in  the  place  referred  to  does 
not  infid  on  any  fupernatural  or  divine  Au¬ 
thority  of  Mofesy  but  afcribes  all  the  great 
things  done  by  him  to  his  own  perfonal  skill 
and  managementy  putting  him  on  the  fame 
foot  with  Mims  and  the  other  old  Lawgivers  of  ; 
Greece ;  and  giving  him  the  preference  only 
on  the  comparifon  for  the  fuperiour  Excellency 
of  his  Laws .  This,  Sir,  I  will  maintain  a- 

gainft  you  or  any  Man  elfe  to  be  the  Senfe ! 
of  the  Paflage  in  quedionj  and  if  I  fail  to  j 
make  it  good,  defire  at  lead,  that  it  may  not 
be  imputed  to  any  infincerity,  but  incapacity 
and  mere  ignorance  of  the  Greek  Tongue ; 
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fince  with  all  the  Skill  I  am  mafter  of, 1  can 
draw  out  of  it  no  other  meaning  but  what  I 
am  going  to  explain  :  and  I  don’t  queftion 
but  to  convince  every  fenfible  Reader,  that 
’tis  not  I,  who  would  warp  and  force  the 
Words  of  Jofephus  to  any  meaning  different 
from  their  own,  but  you ;  who  being  firft 
warp’d  yourfelf  with  prejudice,  and  prepoffef* 
fed  with  Syftems,  which  you  hold  facred  and 
inviolable,  cannot  relifhany  Truth,  but  what 
you  can  bend  and  accommodate  to  thofe  pre¬ 
vious  Notions:  But  in  order  to  fet  this  Quef¬ 
tion  in  a  clear  light,  it  will  be  neceffary  to 
infert  the  entire  Paragraph  $  where  I  hope 
the  Reader  will  excufe  the  tedioufnefs  of  a 
Tranflation,  which  I  am  forced  by  your  Ca¬ 
vils  to  prefent  him  with,  defiring  only,  as  ’tis 
a  matter  of  fome  Importance,  that  he  will 
give  it  a  candid  and  impartial  Attention.  The 
whole  Paffage  then  runs  thus. 

Let  us  conjider  then  in  the  jirjl  place  the 
Greatnefs  of  Mofes9s  Adfions .  He  having  ga¬ 
thered  together  our  Ancejlors ,  after  they  had 
refolved  to  leave  <^yEgypt  and  return  to  their  na¬ 
tive  Country ,  into  a  mighty  Body ,  brought  them 
with  fafety  thro' '  many  and  almoft  inf uper able 
difficulties .  For  it  was  neceffary  for  them  to 
march  thro  a  Country  without  Water ,  and  wide 
tradis  of  Sand ;  and  all  the  while  to  fight  their 
way  thro  their  Enemies ,  with  their  Childreny 
Wives  and  Baggage  to  take  care  of  In  all 
which  Circumfiances  he  approved  himfelf  a  mojl 
E  z  excellent 


(  28  ) 

excellent  General ,  a  mojl  wife  Counfellcr,  a  mojl 
true  and  careful  Guardian  of  them  all  He 
brought  the  whole  Multitude  to  depend  wholly  on 
himfelf ;  and  tho  he  had  them  entirely  obedient 
in  every  thing  to  his  Command ,  he  turn'd  all 
this  to  no  particular  profit  or  advantage  of  his 
own  \  and  in  that  very  opportunity ,  which  other 
Governors  chiefly  make  ufe  of  to  eflablifh  them- 
felves  in  Power  and  ‘Tyranny ,  and  with  that 
view  indulge  the  People  in  a  locfe  diforderly  way 
of  Life:  He  on  the  contrary ,  in  this  height  of 
Authority ,  thought  himfelf  bound  to  live  religi- 
cufly  and  pioufly  and  fhew  great  Benevolence  to 
the  People  y  thinking  by  that  means  the  mojl 
effedlually  to  demonflrate  his  own  Virtue ,  and 
provide  in  the  beft  manner  for  the  fecurity  of 
thcfe j  who  had  chofen  him  their  Leader .  His 
Intentions  then  being  fo  laudable  and  his  Actions 
fo  great ,  he  juflly  believed  that  he  had  the  De¬ 
ity  for  his  Guide  and  Counfellor :  and  having 
flrfl  perfuaded  himfelf  that  all  he  was  doing 
or  contriving  was  agreeable  to  the  Will  of  God , 
he  thought  it  neceffary  above  all  things  to  inflill  . 
the  J'ame  notion  into  the  People :  flnce  thofe ,  who 
are  perfuaded ,  that  God  overlooks  their  Life 
and  Conduct ,  will  not  venture  on  any  thing  il-  j 
legal  or flnful:  Such  an  one  was  our  Legiflator ,  ■ 
not  a  Sorcerer  or  Impoflor ,  as  J'ome  unjuflly  af-  j 
ferfe  him ,  but  fuch  an  one ,  as  they  boafl  Mi¬ 
nos  to  have  been  among  the  Greeks ,  and  the  other 
Lawgivers  after  him  :  for  feme  of  them  impu¬ 
ted  their  Laws  to-mm-but  Minos  aferib'd  his 

tO  : 
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to  Apollo  and  his  Delphic  Oracle ,  either  really 
believing fo  themfelves ,  or  fancying  by  that  means 
to  make  the  People  fubmit  to  them  the  more  eafily . 
But  which  of  them  ( Mofes  or  the  others )  has  drawn 
up  the  befl  Body  of  Laws,  and  which  had  be  ft  pre¬ 
tence  to  be  per fuaded  of  God's  AJJiftance  (or  other- 
wife,  which  of  them  has  hit  upon  the  bef  and jufl- 
eft  Notions  of  a  God)  may  be  decided  by  compa¬ 
ring  the  Laws  themfelves ;  of  which  Jtis  now 
time  to  give  fome  Account:  There  are  then 
throughout  the  World  infinite  differences  of  par¬ 
ticular  Cufioms  and  Laws ,  which  yet  we  may  re¬ 
duce  to  thefe  general  Heads.  Some  have  thrown 
the  form  of  their  publick  Affairs  into  a  Monar¬ 
chy  5  others  into  the  power  of  a  few  or  an  Oligar¬ 
chy  ;  others  into  the  Multitude  or  a  Democracy : 
but  our  Lawgiver  had  no  regard  to  any  of  thefe ; 
but,  if  a  Man  may  ufe  an  expreffion  Jo  fore  d, 
made  the  form  of  Government  he  inflituted,  a 
Theocracy  x. 

This,  Sir,  is  a  faithful  Tranflation  of  the 
whole  Paffage  in  the  cleared  manner  I  am 
able  to  render  it  3  and  to  fhew  the  infignifican- 
cy  of  your  Cavils,  I  have  in  all  thofe  places 
where  you  find  fault  with  me,  given  the  ve¬ 
ry  turn  and  force  to  the  expreffion  which  you 
require ;  and  yet  there  is  not  in  the  whole 
Paragraph  one  word  in  favour  of  the  divine 
MiJJion ,  or  Infpiration  of  Mofes,  in  that  fenfe  of 
ir,  in  which  dis  vulgarly  received  5  but  on 
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the  contrary,  all  the  Glory  of  his  great  Adti-  I 
ons,  as  well  as  of  his  Laws,  are  afcribed  to  his 
own  Virtue ,  Sill  and  Addrefs .  In  the  firft 

Part,  which  contains  a  ftiort  Abftradt  or  gene-  ; 
ral  Charafter  of  his  A&ions,  we  find  not 
the  leaft  hint  of  any  Miracle  or  the  immediate  ! 
Interpoftion  of  God ;  we  are  not  told,  how  jj 
the  People  muft  have  been  cut  in  pieces,  ; 
when  overtaken  by  Pharoah  at  the  Red  Sea  ;  j 
had  not  God  miraculoufly  opened  a  Paflage  1 
for  them  thro'  the  midft  of  it:  how  they  i 
muft  have  perifhed  for  want  of  Water ;  had  ,j 
not  God  for  their  Refrefhment  made  it  to 
jlow  out  of  a  Rock :  how  they  muft  have  ftar-  j 
ved  for  want  of  Food  in  the  Defert ;  had  not  | 
God  in  a  wonderful  manner  fent  it  down  to 
them  from  Heaven:  but  the  faving  of  them  jj 
thro’  all  thefe  Difficulties,  thro'  want  of  Wa - 
ter,  want  of  Food ,  is  here  folely  imputed 
to  the  Care  and  Condudt  of  Mofes ,  and 
wholly  turned  to  his  particular  Praife ;  till  ■ 
we  come  to  the  place  you  chiefly  infift  on;  jij 
viz.  that  Mofes  with  J'uch  laudable  Defgns  and 
fuch  great  ABions  reafonably  believed  that  he  ! 
had  God  for  his  Guide  and  Counfellor .  And  \ 

what  is  there  in  this  to  fupport  the  Notion  <  • 
of  fuch  a  particular  Infpiration ,  as  is  common- 
ly  afcribed  to  Mofes?  What  is  there  in  this 
Perfuafion  of  his,  but  what  every  good  Man 
in  the  fame  Situation,  muft  needs  be  perfuad- 
edoftoo?  A  Magiftrate  convinced  of  the  Being  ' 
of  a  God  and  a  Providence,  and  confcious, 

that 
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that  every  purpofe  of  his  Heart  intends  the 
Honour  of  that  God,  and  the  Good  of  the 
\  People  he  governs,  cannot  help  believing 
himfelf  to  be  under  the  fpecial  care  of  the 
Deity.  This  flows  from  the  very  reafon  and 
nature  of  things,  and  can  never  be  otherwife  : 
God,  as  furely  as  he  exifts,  muft  necef- 
farily  favour  fuch  a  Man,  and  every  fuch 

■  Man  muft  as  neceflarily  be  convinced  that 
God  does  fo  favour  him.  And  this  is  all 
that  Jofephus  can  mean ;  flnce  he  grounds 
the  Perfuafion  MGfes  had  of  being  under  the 
particular  Guidance  of  God ,  not  on  any  fadts 
of fpecial  Revelation  or  divine  Infpiration ,  but 
on  the  confcioufnefs  of  his  own  upright  Inten- 

\  tions ,  backed  by  the  great  fuccefs  of  his 
i  Adtions.  And  fuch  a  Perfuafion  will  al- 
.  ways  have  more  or  lefs  influence  on  the  Mind, 

I  as  it  falls  in  with  a  Conftitution  more  or  lefs 
i  inclined  to  Superjlition  or  Enthufafm ,  (the  pe¬ 
culiar  Charadter  of  the  JewiJh  Nation)  which 
;  is  apt  to  impute  every  laudable  Thought,  and 
every  fuccefsful  Adtion  to  the  fpecial  Suggefi* 
tion  and  Afliftance  of  Heaven.  And  we  fee 
1  from  what  follows,  that  Jofephus  thought  it 
j  pofiible  for  Lawgivers  to  be  poflelfed  of  fuch 
a  belief,  without  any  good  ground  for  it; 
s  fince  he  makes  it  a  queftion,  whether  the  Gre - 

■  cian  Legifiators  were  really  perfuaded ,  like  Mo - 
fesy  or  only  pretended  to  be  fo,  of  the  immedi¬ 
ate  Affiance  of  Heaven ;  but  whether  they 

were 
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were  or  were  not,  ’tis  certain  however  at  i 
leaft,  that  they  could  have  no  real Infpiration. 

But  the  Senfe  I  contended  for  is  yet  more 
clearly  demonftrated  by  what  follows :  That 
Mofes  having  firf  perfnaded  himfelf  that  every 
thing  he  was  doing  was  agreeable  to  the  Will  of 
God }  thought  it  necefarp  above  all  things  to  in¬ 
fill  the  fame  Notion  into  the  People  becaufe 
fuch  a  Notion  inftilled  would  naturally  en- 
gage  them  to  be  better  Men  and  better  Sub-  j 
jedts.  Now  if  all  is  to  be  taken  literally,  juft  j 
as  ’tis  reprefented  in  the  Sacred  Scriptures,  ' 
what  occafion  could  there  be  for  any  fuch 
care  or  thought  of  Mofes  about  propagating 
this  Notion  among  the  People?  The  thing  muft  1 
have  been  done  to  his  hands  without  any 
contrivance  of  his  at  all :  the  Miracles  he  dai¬ 
ly  wrought  muft  neceffarily  convince  the  Peo-  ' 
pie  of  it:  who  could  not  fee  the  Glory  of  God 
defending  and  talking  with  him  fo  oft  in  the 
midft  of  them,  without  knowing  that  every  I 
thing  he  did  was  agreeable  to  the  Divine  Will \  ‘ 
As  Jofephus  therefore  in  this  place  imputes 
the  infilling  this  Notion  into  the  People  to  the 
Skill  and  Addrefs  of  Mofes ,  he  could  not  in-  j 
tend  to  perluade  us  that  this  was  done  by  the  \ 
help  of  real  Miracles ,  for  they  leave  no  room 
for  any  fuch  Management  or  Addrefs,  but  do 
the  bufinefs  of  themfelves  without  it  but  by 
pretending  to  Miracles  where  there  really  were 
none,  and  deceiving  the  People  by  a  fhew  of 
fomething  like  them  into  an  opinion  that 


(  33  ) 

were  adually  done.  This  is  the  Method,  that 
all  other  Lawgivers  in  the  World  have  ever 
taken,  as  oft  as  they  have  wanted  or  thought  it 
necejfary  to  mfiil  the  fame  Notion  into  the  Peo¬ 
ple  5  and  'tis  indeed  the  only  Method  it  can  be 
done  by,  fince  if  any  one  had  the  affinal  power 
of  Miracles ,  he  could  have  no  occafion  to  pro- 
jed  or  think  at  all  about  it  j  the  thing  muft 
neceffarily  follow  of  courfe  ;  and  by  a  con- 
ftant  feries  of  miraculous  Events,  the  Notion 
obtain  of  itfelf  among  the  People. 

But  to  obviate  all  offence,  which  I  have 
no  intention  to  give,  I  muft  beg  the  Reader 
to  remember  always  and  take  along  with  him, 
that  I  am  not  declaring  here  any  Sentiments 
of  my  own,  or  examining  what  was  the  true 
Fad  and  real  Cafe  of  Mofes ;  but  what  Jofe - 
phus ,  from  the  Paffage  we  are  now  confider- 
ing,  muft  neceffarily  either  think  himfelf,  or 
defire  that  others  fhould  think  of  it ;  which 
will  be  more  clearly  explained  ftill  by  what 
follows. 

Such  an  one ,  fays  he,  was  our  Legifiator , 
not  a  Sorcerer ;  that  is,  not  one,  who  did  the 
Miracles  he  pretended  to  by  any  magical  Art 
or  infernal  Power  :  nor  an  Impofior  ;  who 
ufed  the  pretence  of  Miracles  to  cheat  and 
deceive  for  his  own  Gain  or  Advantage  5  but 
jufi  fuch  an  one  as  the  Greeks  boafi  their  Mi¬ 
nos  and  other  Lawgivers  to  have  been ,  who 
aferibed  the  invention  of  their  own  Laws  to  the 
F  Gods : 


Gods:  And  here  you  lay,  I  find,  a  great  Strefs 
on  the  Word  boaft,  dvxxcri,  as  if  it  gave  a  con¬ 
trary  turn  to  the  Senfe,  from  what  I  have  re- 
prefented,  and  carried  in  it  the  Notion  of 
Falfhood  and  Lying  5  and  that  Jofephus  intend¬ 
ed  to  fignify,  that  Mofes  redly  was,  what  they 
boafted  only ,  or  falfely  pretended  their  Law¬ 
givers  to  be  1  .*  A  Diftin&ion  childifh  and  ridi¬ 
culous  !  fince  ’tis  certain  both  from  the  ufe  of 
Language  and  common  Senfe,  that  the  word 
boaft  or  brag  of. \  as  ’tis  applied  here  to  Men  fa¬ 
mous  and  excellent  in  their  Generations,  can 
have  no  other  Signification  than  to  be  proud  of 
or  celebrate  with  Praife ;  and  the  full  Import 
of  the  Sentence  is,  that  Mojeswas  fuch  an  one 
as  Minos ,  and  the  other  Legijlators ,  whom  the 
Greeks  are  Jo  proud,  or  make  jiich  a  boafling  of 
And,  pray  Sir,  after  all,  what  is  it  that  the 
Greeks  boaft  fo  much  oj  in  thefe  very  Men  ?  Is 
it  that  they  were  really  infpired  by  the  Gods 
in  the  Contrivance  of  their  Laws?  No,  there 
was  hardly  a  Greek  of  Senfe,  who  ever  be¬ 
lieved  it ;  or  had  their  Laws  been  dilated  by 
the  Delphic  Oracle ,  would  have  believed  it  the 
more  for  that  ;  as  I  could  eafily  (hew  from  ’ 
Antiquity  :  All  that  they  boafted  and  admi¬ 
red  fo  much  in  them,  was,  that  after  they  had 
contrived  an  excellent  Body  of  Laws,  they 
had  the  Addrefs  to  perfuade  the  People,  that 
thofe  Laws  were  dictated  by  the  Gods ;  that  un- 
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der  the  Influence  of  fiich  a  Perfiiafion  they 
might  fubmit  to  them  the  more  willingly. 
Do  not  the  Roman  Writers  boaft  highly  of 
their  Numa ,  as  of  an  excellent  Prince,  and 
wife  Lawgiver  -y  and  for  Proof  of  his  Wis¬ 
dom  do  not  they  tell  us  the  Contrivances  he 
ufed  to  inftil  the  Notion  into  the  People, 
that  his  religious  Inftitutions  were  fuggefled  by 
the  Gods  ?  But  they  were  not  fo  filly  as  to  be¬ 
lieve  th&Fa£f  itfelf  to  be  true  :  that  he  really 
was  infpired  by  a  Goddefs ,  or  received  the  An- 
cile  or  holy  Shield  from  Heaven :  Thefe  things 
they  celebrate  as  the  Inftances  of  his  Skill 
and  Policy,  in  order  to  procure  the  greater 
Reverence  to  his  Laws  :  And  fuch  an  one 
Jofephus  in  this  Place  defcribes  Mofes  to  have 
been :  Juft  as  Diodorus  Siculus  had  done  before 
him  5  whofe  Words,  as  they  are  very  much  to 
our  prefent  Purpofe,  I  cannot  forbear  inferr¬ 
ing  :  The  fame  kind  of  Iiction,  fays  he,  is  faid 
to  have  been  ufed  in  many  other  Nations ,  and  to 
have  been  the  occafion  of  much  good  to  thofe  who 
believed  it .  Among  the  Arimafpi ,  Zathrauflis 
pretended  to  have  received  his  Laws  from  a  good 
Spirit  or  Genius ;  among  the  Get  a,  Zamolxis 
from  the  Goddefs  Vefta  ;  among  the  Jews ,  Mo¬ 
fes  from  the  God  called ,  lao :  Whether  imagin¬ 
ing  that  every  Invention  or  Thought  beneficial 
to  Mankind  was  really  wonderful  and  divine* 
or  that  the  Multitude  out  of  regard  to  the  Ex¬ 
cellence  and  Tower  of  the  fuppofed  Authors  of 
F  %  their 


(  3<  ) 

their  Laws  would  be  the  more  readily  induced 
to  obey  them  T. 

But  in  the  next  Words,  Jofephus ,  you  fay, 
puts  a  wide  difference  between  the  Jewifh  and 
all  other  Lawgivers:  And  fo  I  own  he  does, 
by  affirming  Mofes' s  Laws  to  be  much  better 
than  theirs ;  which  he  proceeds  to  demonftrate 
by  a  Comparifon  of  the  Particulars :  and  from 
this  fuperior  Excellency  of  his  Laws  he  infers 
a  fuperior  Right  to  propagate  the  Notion  of 
their  coming  from  God:  fo  that  his  Argument 
runs  thus :  Mofes  was  no  Magician  or  Impoftor  ; 
but  a  wife  and  excellent  Man ,  jttfi  fuch  an  one 
as  Minos  and  the  other  Lawgivers  of  Greece ; 
thefe  imputed  their  Laws  to  the  Gods ,  as  Mofes 
had  done  before  them  ;  but  Mofes  had  a  much 
better  right  to  do  fo  than  they ,  becaufe  his  Laws  i 
are  much  better  than  theirs.  Every  one  will 
fee  the  force  of  this  Reafoning  ;  for  whoever 
is  confcious  to  himfelf,  that  he  has  formed  the 
beft  Body  of  Laws,  has  certainly  the  bed:  pre¬ 
tence  either  himfelf  to  imagine,  that  he  had  i 
the  AJJiftance  of  God  in  them  ;  or  to  deceive 
the  People  with  the  Notion  of  his  being  Co 
allifted :  for  as  the  foie  end  of  fuch  Deceit  is  ’ 
the  Good  of  the  People ,  he  mult  needs  have  the 
beft  Title  to  make  ufe  of  it,  who  had  xh^  great- 
ejl  Good  to  propofe. 

But  the  laft  Article  of  this  Mafter-piece  of 
Quotation  is  ftill  the  ftrongeft  towards  clinch- 

1  Biblioth.  Hift.  1.  i.  p.  84.  Edit.  Laur.  Rhodom. 

ing 
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ing  the  whole,  to  the  Senfe  I  have  been  efta* 
bl idling :  for  "cis  faid,  we  fee,  that  Mojes  in 
projecting  a  frame  of  Government  for  his  Peo¬ 
ple y  had  no  regard  to  any  other  kind  then  fub - 
fif  ing  in  the  JVorld ,  whether  Monarchy ,  Oli¬ 
garchy  y  or  Democracy ,  te  his  Government 

a  Theocracy :  Now  this  is  a  (horn  Explication 
of  all  that  went  before  :  for  how  is  it  in  the 
power  of  any  Mortal  to  make  a  Theocracy? 
Is  it  poflible  for  a  Prince  or  State,  by  calling 
upon  or  devoting  themfelves  to  God,  to 
engage  him  to  take  upon  himfelf  the  absolute > 

I  immediate ,  and  as  it  were  perfonal  Direction  of 
their  particular  Affairs  ?  Yet  this,  we  fee,  is 
aferibed  to  Mofes,  that  he  made  a  Theocracy , 

|  which,  as  far  as  it  was  his  pure  Ad  and 
Deed,  as  ’tis  here  deferibed,  can  bear  no  other 
Senfe,  than  that  he  managed  matters  fo,  as 
to  perfuade  the  People  that  every  thing  or- 
|  dered  or  effeded  by  publick  Authority,  was 
I  done  by  th z  immediate  Appointment  and  DC- 
v  reCtion  of  God.  This  muff  needs  have  been 
Jofephuss  Notion  of  the  Jewifh  Theocracy ,  as 
far  as  we  can  colled  it  from  his  Words ;  let’s 
apply  it  then  to  a  particular  Inftance. 

Mofes  was  to  build  a  Tabernacle  or  Houfe 
of  publick  Worfliip  for  the  People  :  Whac 
was  then  to  be  done  ?  Why,  if  as  in  other 
Countries  he  had  been  a  Monarch ,  he  would 
have  called  for  his  Workmen,  pinched  upon 
a  Plan  and  ordered  the  Work  to  be  exe¬ 
cuted  :  or  had  he  been  the  Prefiding  Magi- 

ftrato 
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ftrate  in  a  Commonwealth,  would  have  done 
the  fame  thing  with  the  Confent  and  Autho¬ 
rity  of  the  People :  But  he  had  made  his  Go-  ' 
vernment  a  Theocracy,  and  ’twas  God  there¬ 
fore  who  muft  name  the  Workmen :  and  God, 
we  read,  accordingly  pitched  upon  Two ,  the 
mod  famed,  we  may  imagine,  for  their  Skill  | 
in  Building  and  all  kinds  of  Workmanflhip  1 :  !  j 
For  as  Jojephus  fays  of  this  very  Fad;  God  j 
choje  the  very  fame  Perfons,  which  the  People  i 
would  have  done ,  had  the  Choice  been  left  to  \ 
the?n  2.  What  then  do  the  Workmen  do  ?  , 
Why  in  any  other  State,  under  the  Infpec-  | 
tion  of  the  Magiftrate,  they  would  have  form-  | 
ed  a  Model  of  their  Work,  and  contrived  the 
Patterns  of  all  its  Veffels  and  Furniture;  but 
as  this  was  a  Theocracy,  they  durft  projed  i 
nothing  of  themfelves,  durft  not  venture  on 
making  even  a  Table  or  Candlefick,  but  by 
the  immediate  Order  of  God,  and  a  Pattern 
given  fro?n  Heaven. 

This  was  the  Theocracy  that  Mofes  contrived;  , 
where  you,  Sir,  may  believe  if  you  pleafe,  that 
with  all  his  Wifdom  he  was  not  able  to  dired 
the  building  a  Chapel ;  nor  the  beft  Workmen  ’ 
in  his  Camp  to  make  a  Candlefick  a?id  Snuf  i 
fers  but  by  divine  Infpiration,  and  after  a 
Model  given  by  God:  But  you  muft  not  ex- 
ped  to  perfuade  us,  that  Jofephus  believed  fo 

1  Exod.  xxxi.  2,  6.  it.  xxxvi.  i.  2  AOt/$  xoti  to  srAJjfos  «» 

ifffPifi'XTO,  Is  \7C  XVTG)  Alltiq.  1.  3,  C.  6. 

too:  ; 

I 


(  39  ) 

too;  fince  the  contrary  is  very  evident;  and 
that  he  had  a  mind  at  leaft  to  leave  a  liberty 
and  latitude  in  explaining  the  manner  of  this 
\  Theocracy. 

Upon  the  whole  ;  had  you  known  how  to 
[  expound  a  Paragraph  rationally,  by  confi- 
’  dering  the  general  Senfe  of  the  whole,  and 
then  connecting  one  part  with  the  other; 
you  might  have  faved  me  much  Trouble  and 
jj  yourfelf  the  Shame  of  expofing  your  want  of 
[  Judgment  by  fuch  fenfelefs  Cavils :  and  in- 
f  (lead  of  this  Outcry  againft  me,  mu  ft  have 
i  praifed  rather  the  Temper  and  Modefty  of 
the  Inference  I  draw,  in  recommending  only 
l  more  moderate  and  qualified  Sentiments  of  the 
I  divine  Infpiration  of  Mofes ,  than  what  are  vul- 
|  garly  received:  for  according  even  to  your 
own  Interpretation,  does  not  Jofephus ,  in 
[  the  Paflage juft  recited,  ufe  much  more  Re- 
|  ferve  and  Caution  in  aflerting  the  marvellous 
i  and  fupernatural  part  of  Mofes s  Charadfery 
than  what  his  literal  Hifory  does  ?  And  if  fo; 
i  the  Inference  is  certainly  juft,  that  it  might 
I  be  a  hint  to  us,  to  ufe  the  fame  Referve  and 
Moderation  too  in  thinking  and  fpeaking  on 
I  the  fame  Subjedt. 

But  you  fay,  that  Jofephus  in  this  place  was 
as  far  from  the  thought  of  any  fuch  Inference 
as  I  make ,  as  Attention  or  Sincerity  was  from 
me  when  I  read  it ;  and  if  ever  I  had  read  his 
(  Jewijh  Antiquities ,  I  muft  know  that  he  never 
^eprefents  the  Law  but  as  given  to  the  Jews  by 


God  himfelf  thro ’  the  hand  of  Mofes r.  I  have 
read  his  Jewijh  Antiquities ;  and  from  that 
very  reading  have  collected  the  contrary  ;  that 
his  real  Sentiments  of  the  divine  Infpiration 
of  Mofes  were  very  little  different  from  what 
is  reprefented  above.  For  tho’  he  undertakes 
in  that  Work  to  deduce  and  connedt  a  perpe¬ 
tual  Hiflory  of  the  Jews  from  the  beginning 
of  the  World,  as  ’tis  found  in  the  facred  Re¬ 
cords  of  the  Old  T eft  ament  \  yet  he  takes  fuch 
liberty  with  many  of  the  fadts  there  record¬ 
ed,  by  fuppreffng  fome,  altering  and  accommo¬ 
dating  others  to  the  ordinary  Tafte  and  com¬ 
mon  Senfe  of  Mankind,  as  he  neither  could  or 
durft  have  done,  had  he  believed  them  to  have 
been  really  and  ftridlly  effected  by  God  in  the 
very  manner  as  the  literal  Text  imports :  to 
give  one  Inftance  out  of  many. 

After  his  account  of  the  Paffage  of  thelfra- 
elites  thro  the  Red  Sea ,  he  fubjoins  this  Reflec¬ 
tion  :  I  have  given  every  particular  of  this  Sto¬ 
ry  juft  as  I found  it  in  the  Sacred  Books :  but 
let  no  Man  be  furprized  at  the  ftrangenefs  of  it, 
that  fuch  an  ancient  and  innocent  People  fhould 
find  a  way  opened  for  their  efcape  thro  the  Sea ,  ei¬ 
ther  by  the  fpecialJVill  and  Interpofition  of  God, 
or  the  accidental  Concurrence  of  Natural  Caufes. 
Since  in  a  like  cafe  as  it  were  of  ye fler day  the 
Pamphylian  Sea  retired  before  Alexander  of 
Mace  don,  and  opened  him  a  Pajfage,  where  there 
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*wa$  no  other  way  for  him ,  when  God  had  a 
mind  to  put  an  end  to  the  Perfian  Empire * 
And  this  is  affirmed  by  all  who  have  written 
of  his  A  El  ions.  But for  thefe  things,  let  every 
Man  take  them  in  what  Senfe  he  be (l  likes  1 . 

Now  "tis  impolUble  that  he  could  have  left 
it  in  doubt,  whether  this  Fad  had  any  thing 
miraculous  in  it  or  not,  had  he  entertained 
any  firm  and  certain  belief  of  the  abfolute  and 
univerfal  Infpir  at  ion  of  the  facred  Writings > 
which  reprefent  it  as  one  of  the  moft  fignal 
and illuftrious  Miracles  that  God  ever  wrought 
by  the  hand  of  Mofes. 

To  the  Authority  of  Jofephus  I  fhall  juft 
add  that  of  Bhilo?  whofe  Words,  as  quoted 
by  Eufebius ,  may  be  render’d  thus :  As  for  the 
Man ?  whoever  he  was ?  who  gave  them  their 
Laws ,  they  had  him  in  fo  great  Admiration? 
that  whatfoever  he  approved?  they  approved 
too .  Whatever  therefore  he  dilated  to  them? 
whether  he  had  contrived  and  invented  it 
himfelf  or  had  received  it  from  the  Deity > 
they  imputed  it  all  to  God 2. 

I  fhall  make  no  Reflection  on  this  Pafiage, 
but  leave  it  to  the  Reader  to  confider,  whether 
it  is  not  more  reafonable,  with  thefe  primi- 

1  * — ““  'Em  tcciTot  /3 ouXvicriv  xctT'  xvto' pooira 

twtov  a;  tend  t'iothetu&cuvzTa.  Antiq.  lib  Z» 

c.  1 6.  Ed.Hudfoh. 

2  A AAos  Jr  (x,iv  avfyot  sxdvsv,  oq  ri;  kotz  jjj>  0  5  vo'poyq  ctvloTi 
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five  and  judicious  Apologifis  of  the  Jewiflj 
Religion ,  to  allow  fome  liberty  of  thinking,  as 
to  the  ’Divinity  of  their  facred  Books ,  than 
with  our  modern  Zealots  to  calumniate  and 
perfecute  for  ever  all  who  differ  from  them  in 
Opinion  about  Queflions  of  fuch  Difficulty 
and  Uncertainty  5  yet  no  fooner  does  a  Man 
enquire  with  Freedom  into  the  true  State  of 
any  Scriptural  FaEC  but  the  Alarm  Bell  is 
founded,  and  the  Clergy  admonilhed  of  a  dan¬ 
gerous  Attempt  againft  th z  Authority  of  Mo- 
fes.  But  confider.  Sir,  that  the  effectual  way 
of  ruining  a  Fabrick,  is  to  charge  it  with  a 
greater  Load  than  it  was  made  to  bear ;  and 
the  fureft  Method  of  weakening  any  thing  is 
not  by  reftraining  it  within  its  due  Bounds, 
but  by  forcing  and  firetching  it  beyond  what 
Nature  and  Reafon  defigned  it  for.  Now 
becaufe  this  is  a  Queflion  of  great  Nicety  and 
Importance,  which  you  feem  not  much  ac¬ 
quainted  with,  it  may  be  worthwhile  to  open 
it  a  little  further,  and  add  a  Word  or  two 
more  before  I  difmifs  it. 

Tis  the  common  Notion  of  all  the  Greek 
Father  S',  that  the  divine  Flato  had  greatly  flu- 
died  the  Books  ofMofes ,  and  made  much  ufe  of 
them  in  his  own :  So  that  Clemens  of  Alexan¬ 
dria  and  others  call  him  the  Attick  Mofes  1  ; 
and  both  Clemens  iccAEufebius  take  much  pains 

1  NtvfAvivi©"  0  nv6ctyoQsi(&,)  ctyrtxfvf  rt  tfl  U/\ururt  5  j 
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in  pointing  out  the  particular  Notions  and  Sen¬ 
timents  which  he  had  borrowed  from  Mofes 1 . 
As  we  have  feen  then  already  from  fome  Pai- 
fages  above  what  is  delivered  of  the  Chara&er 
and  Abilities  of  the  firft  Mofes }  fo  let  us  fee 
likcwife  what  this  AttickMofes  fays  of  the  pro¬ 
per  Qualifications  and  Perfe&ions  of  fitch  a 
Lawgiver.  W hy  he  fays,  that  he  ought  to  con¬ 
fides  and  contrive  nothing  elfie  fo  much ,  as  to 
inftil fuch  Notions  into  the  \ Leo  fie  as  are  likely 
to  do  them  the greatefi  good  2.  And  this  is  ex- 
aftly  agreeable  to  the  Character  of  Mofes,  as  'tis 
given  almoft  in  the  very  Words  of  Plato  by  the 
Jewifb  Writers  as  well  as  "Primitive  Fathers. 
But  in  order  to  execute  his  good  Intentions  to¬ 
wards  the  People,  the  Magiftrate  or  Legiflator 
-will  often  find  it  neceffary,  according  to  Plato, 
for  the  good  of  his  Subjects,  to  invent  certain 
Fables,  Fictions,  or  political  Lies, to  be  propa¬ 
gated  among  them,  as  Medicine  or  Phyfick  to 
obviate  and  cure  ill  Principles,  as  well  as  to 
infufegood  ones :  and  ahove  all,  to  influence  the 
Minds  of  the  younger  Sort  fo,  as  to  make  them 
fubmit  willingly  and  ch  ear  fully  to  the  Laws 
preferred.  And  to  ihew  how  readily  the  Mul¬ 
titude  may  be  drawn  into  the  Belief  of  ^ny 
thing  propofed  by  an  artful  Governor,  he  in- 
ftances  in  the  Fable  of  the  Dragons  Teeth 

1  Vid.  Clem.  Alex.  ibid.  c.  xxv.  &c.  It.  Eufeb.  Pnepar. 

iWan.  1.  12.  &C.  1  ccXXo  uvtov  Ar  <rxo7tiyrtc 

uvtvp<rx.uvf  h  rl  xwxs  (/Jytrcv  <kyu6o,  ifyurturo  ut  ffoMv.  De 
Leg,  2.  p.  664., 
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fown  in  the  Ground ,  from  each  of  which  an 
armed  Man  immediately  fprang  up  j  which,  as 
abfurd  as  it  is,  was  yet  once,  he  fays,  fwah 
lo  wed  for  true  by  the  People 1 . 

Now  the  chief  End  propofed  by  Plato  for 
the  Invention  of  thef zFables  or  Lies,  is  to  keep 
the  People  the  more  religioully  attached  to  an 
exaft  O  bfervance  of  their  Laws,  and  Obedience 
to  their  Governors.  And  this  is  what  Jofephus 
every  where  infifts  on,  as  the  peculiar  Praife 
and  Character  of  Mofes  above  all  other  Law^ 
givers  in  the  World  :  that  he  had  his  People 
from  their  very  Childhood  trained  to  the  moft 
inviolable  Devotion  to  his  Laws ,  and  the 
moft  profound  Reverence  for  his  P  erf  on 
Now  Ihould  I  take  the  liberty  to  fay,  that  Plq- 
tos  Notion  of  the  ufe  and  neceflity  of  Publick 
Fables  or  Lies ,  was  borrowed  from  the  Mo- 
faic  Writings ,  and  fuggefted  by  what  he  had 
qbferved  in  the  Practice  and  Example  of  Mo¬ 
fes,  what  an  Outcry  would  the  fhallow  Bigots 
make  of  weakening  his  Authority,  and  favour v 
ing  Infidelity  ?  Yet  Clemens  of  Alexandria 
and  Eufebius,  I  find,  fay  much  the  fame  thing, 
and  make  this  Reafoning  and  thefe  very  Sen¬ 
timents  of  Plato  a  clear  Proof  of  his  Acquaint¬ 
ance  with  the  Mofaic  Hiftory. 

Clemens  fpeaking  of  the  Art  of  Governing, 
tells  us  among  other  things,  that  the  ends  of 

1  Vid.  Plat,  de  Repub.  I.  3.  p.414.  ct  alibi,  it.  de  legib. 
J.  2.  p.  663.  1  Vid.  Antiq.  1.  3.  c.  15.  Sedt.  3.  It.  con. 

Ap.  1.  2. 

Government 


(  45  ) 

Government  are  to  be  feyved  by  perfiuading , 
or  forcing ,  or  injuring — of -doing  what  is  jufi, 
or  lying. >  or  telling  Truth,  as  different  Circum- 
ftances  require  5  Examples  of  all  which,  fays 
he,  and  how  toufe  each  of  them  properly ,  the 
Greeks  to  their  great  Advantage  have  bor¬ 
rowed  from  Mofes l. 

Eufebius  after  having  explained  El  at  os 
Opinion  about  the  Neceffity  of  contriving 
proper  Fables  and  Fictions  for  the  Good  of  the 
People,  declares  the  Cafe  to  have  been  juft 
the  fame  with  the  Jews ,  and  that  in  the  Books 
of  Mofes  there  are  infinite  Examples  of  this 
kind  of  Fictions  contrived  for  the  Benefit  of 
the  Multitude  2. 

But  is  the  Notion  then,  you  11  fay,  of  the 
\ Divine  Origin  of  the  Law  and  Infpiration  of 
Mofes  to  be  refolved  into  Fiction  and  Fable  or 
4 "Political  Lying  ?  No  5  far  be  it  from  me  to 
think  or  fay  that :  But  this  perhaps  one  may 
venture  to  fay  5  that  the  Suppofition  of  fome 
degree  of  fitch  FiBtion  may  poffibly  be  found 
neceffary  to  the  folving  the  Difficulties  of  the 
Mofaic  Writings,  without  any  hurt  to  their 
Authority,  or  advantage  to  Infidelity  5  fince 
the  beft  and  moft  zealous  Apologifts  of  the 
Jewifh  Religion  have  not  fcrupled,  we  fee,  to 
allow  it  on  fome  occafions ;  efpecially  when 
it  was  their  bufmefs  to  explain  and  propofe  it 

1  Strom.  1.  p.  417.  Edit.  Potter.  %  Pnep.  Evangel. 

p*356.  Edit.  R.  Steph. 


to 


C  46  ) 

to  Strangers  5  not  with  any  defign  to  weaken , 
but  to ftrengthen  it  the  more  effe&ually  in  the 
good  Opinion  of  the  World  ;  by  fhewing  its 
Founder  Mofes  to  have  been  the  fame  kind  of 
Man  with  thofe  oxhzxLegiflators  an&Founders 
of  States ,  for  whom  the  politcft  Nations  have 
always  had  the  utmoft  Honour  and  Veneration. 
For  there  s  nothing  dishonour  able ,  fays  Flu- 
tarch ,  in  the  common  Story  of  Lycurgus ,  Nu- 
ma,  and  other  fuch  Lawgivers  ;  that  having 
great  Innovations  to  make  in  the  State ,  and  a 
perverfe  and  obftinate  Feople  to  deal  with > 
they  invented  the  Pillion  of  a  divine  Miffion 
or  Revelation,  faint  ary  and  beneficial  to  thofe 
for  whofe  fake  they  contrived  it 1 . 

But  to  return  into  the  way  from  whence  we 
have  digrelfed.  You  go  on  to  expofe  my  man¬ 
ner  of  mifquotingy  as  you  call  it 2,  in  fome  Paf- 
fages  I  had  produced  from  Herodotus  5  and  af¬ 
firm,  that  I  have  partially  quoted  him  on  pur - 
pofe  to  deceive  my  Reader  no  lefs  than  five 
times  in  about  twice  the  number  of  lines  3. 
Let  us  examine  the  Truth  of  this  folemn  and 
heavy  Accufation. 

Firft  then,  I  quote  Herodotus  for  faying, 
that  the  c/ Egyptians  were  governed  by  Laws 
and  Cuftoms  peculiar  to  themfelves  and  diffe¬ 
rent  from  thofe  of  other  Nations.  This,  you 
own,  is  Truth y  but  not  the  wholeTruth  j  for 

1  Plut.  Numa,  p.  62.  E  Edit.  Parif.  2  Reply,  p.  22. 

3  Ibid.  p.  27,  28, 
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Herodotus  fays-,  that  their  Laws  were  diffe¬ 
rent  from  thofe  of  all  other  Nations.  But  I 
judged  it  neceffary,  it  Teems,  to  drop  the  word 
all,  left  the  Reader  fhould perceive  the  Abfur- 
dity  of  attempting  to  few  from  this  ‘'Place, 
that  the  Jews  agreed  with  them  in  their 
Cujloms  *.  Sure  no  Cavil  was  ever  To  trifling  : 
For  is  not  the  Word  all  of  necefllty  im¬ 
plied  and  underftood  in  the  very  Senfe  I  have 
given?  If  t\\c<^/Egyptian  Laws  were,  as  I  fay, 
peculiar  to  themfelves,  does  not  that  Peculi¬ 
arity  infer  a  Difference  from  all  other  Nations  ? 
But  fuppofe  the  Word  all  not  implied  only, 
but  actually  inferted ;  how  does  it  ihew  any 
Abfurdity  in  my  Reafoning,  or  at  all  affedt  it  ? 
My  Argument  previoufly  fuppofes  fome  Re- 
femblance  of  Cuftoms  between  the  Jews  and 
^Egyptians,  grounded  on  the  long  Rcfidencc 
of  the  Jews  in  zftEgypt  •,  where  for  above  two 
hundred  Years  they  are  fuppoled  to  have  com¬ 
plied  with  the  Cuftoms,  and  conformed  even 
to  the  Religion  of  the  Country 2 :  As  the  Turn 
then  and  Genius  of  the  ^Egyptians  difpofed, 
them  to  affect  a  Peculiarity  in  their  Laws , 
and  a  difference  of  Manners  from  all  other 
Nations;  fo  the  Jews  alfo,  among  whom  we 
find  the  fame  ‘Difpofttion  and  Affectation  of 
Peculiarity,  may  well  be  fuppofed  to  have  de¬ 
rived  this  Humour  from  f/Egypt.  So  that 
your  Criticifm  is  grounded  meerly  in  your 
own  Miftake  of  the  very  Argument  you  pre¬ 
tend  to  criticife. 

1  Repty,  p.  s  YkT  Spencer  de  Legibus  Hc-b.  !.  i.  c.  t. 
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Secondly,  I  fay  on  the  Authority  of  Hero¬ 
dotus,  that  the  <iyEgyptians  were  more  ad¬ 
dicted  to  Prodigies  and  Miracles  than  any 
other  People :  And  here  you  tell  me,  that  1 
once  more  deceive  my  Reader ,  even  at  the  ex¬ 
pence  of  a  falfe  Qiiotation,  fince  in  the  place 
referred  to,  Herodotus  fpeaks  not  a  word  of 
Miracles,  hut  of  Prodigies  only As  if  a 
Super  flit  ious  Regard  to  Prodigies  did  not  im¬ 
ply  an  equal  Regard  to  Miracles ,*  and  thofe 
who  are  fo  fond  of  the  one,  were  riot  of  ne- 
ceffity  as  much  addicted  to  other  5  as  it  might 
eafily  be  proved  of  the  Egyptians  in  par¬ 
ticular  by  many  other  Authorities,  if  this  be¬ 
fore  us  was  not  fufficient.  But  the  word 
ufed  here,  (ignities,  you  fay , Prodigies ;  and  does 
it  not  lignify  Miracles  too  ?  If  you  think  not, 
I  would  advife  you  to  confult  your  Dictionary, 
before  you  let  up  for  a  Critick  :  Nay,  the 
very  Rcafon  you  give  why  Prodigies  muft 
needs  be  meant  in  this  Place,  and  not  Miracles, 
proves  juft  the  contrary  :  For  they  were  fuch 
things,  you  fay,  as  could  be  found  out,  which 
Miracles  could  not  he :  Now  ’tis  certain,  that 
Miracles  may  be  contrived,  invented,  or  found 
out ,  as  ripci(ct  dvivpvUai,  may  properly  be  ren¬ 
der’d  5  but  the  fame  cannot  be  laid  of  monftrous 
Births ,  unnatural  Copulations ,  &c.  which 
you  give  as  the  Inftances  of  Prodigy  .  And 
what,  1  pray,  arc  the  npaTxpyoi  mentioned  by 
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Authors;  the  makers  of  monflrous  B'uths^  or 
the  Forgers  of  Miracles  ?  The  following  W ords 
indeed  are  applicable  properly  to  Prodigies ; 
but  if  the  Sentence  I  have  quoted  be  compleat 
in  itfelf,  as  it  feems  to  be  confidered  in  all  our 
Editions,  where  'tis  diftinguiihed  by  a  full  point; 
then  it  leads  more  naturally  to  the  Notion 
of  Miracles  than  of  Prodigies :  However  the 
lame  Word  carries  certainly  in  it  the  Notion  of 
both,  and  a  fuperftitious  attention  to  the  one, 
neceffarily  infers  the  fame  Regard  to  the  o- 
ther  :  So  that  your  Obfervation  has  neither 
the  ufe  of  Language  nor  Senfe  to  fupport  it. 

Thirdly,  I  add,  that  the  /Egyptians  had  an 
High  Brief ,  with  an  Hereditary  Brief  hood  de¬ 
fending  from  Father  to  Son.  To  this  you  re¬ 
ply,  that  * tis  unluck y  for  me  that  according  to 
Herodotus  they  had  not  an  High  Brief  over  the 
whole  Nation ,  as  the  Jews  had ,  but  one  over 
each  County  or  Province ,  of  which  there  were 
thirty  fix ;  a  Conf  utation  fo  different  from  that 
of  the  Jews ,  that  if  I  had  reprefented  it  rights 
I  could  never  lead  my  Reader  to  agree  with  me, 
that  Mofes  borrowed  it  from  Mgypt  of  all  Coun¬ 
tries  mder  Heaven  l.  Moft  acute  and  inge¬ 
nious  Reafoning !  as  if  inftead  of  a  Similitude 
of  Cuftom,  which  is  all  I  endeavour  to  Ihew, 
I  had  undertaken  to  prove  an  Identity  or  ab- 
folute  Uniformity  in  all  Points  and  Circum- 
ftances ;  Should  a  Foreign  Prince  take  a  fancy 
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to  copy  the  Hierarchy  of  England ,  and  in 
proportion  to  the  Extent  of  his  Dominions, 
eftablifh  either  one  Archbifhop  with  fubordi- 
nate  Bijhops ,  ox  one  Bijhop  with  liibordinate 
Briefs ;  which  laft  Cafe  was  upon  the  Mat¬ 
ter  executed  by  the  late  King  of  Bruffa :  Y ou 
without  doubt  would  argue  that  the  Hint 
could  not  poffibly  be  taken  from  England  ;  be- 
caufe  We  had  two  Archbifops  and  He  but  one^ 
or  We  Archbifhops  and  Bijhops ,  and  He  only 
a  Bijhop .  Your  Realoning  is  full  as  ridiculous 
in  the  Cafe  before  us ;  as  if  Mofes  could  not 
take  the  Government  of  the  cDiJlri£l  or  Bro¬ 
vin  ce  he  lived  in,  as  a  Pattern  for  his  own  petty 
State,  which  was  hardly  much  more  confider- 
able  than  a  Jingle  County  of  /Egypt, 

But  ’tis  unlucky  for  me ,  you  Iky,  that  Hero¬ 
dotus  is  not fpeaking  here  of  any  fuch  High  Brief 
as  the  Jews  had ,  one  over  the  whole  Nat  ion ,  but 
one  over  each  "Province .  Y et  all  the  ill  luck,  I 
doubt,  will  be  found  at  laft  on  your  fide  5  who 
taking  your  Notions  from  feparate  Paflages  of 
Authors,  which  you  interpret  prelently  accor¬ 
ding  to  your  own  Prejudices,  have  happened  in 
this  Place,  as  in  many  others,  to  guels  quite 
wrong.  For  tho5  Herodotus  tells  us  here  1 ,  that 
there  were  many  Briefs  to  each  God ,  and 
coniequently  a  great  Number  of  them  in  the 
whole;  yet  he  muft  be  underftood  to  mean,  that 
there  was  one  High  Briefl  over  thofe  many 
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or  the  whole  Number.  This  is  very  clear  from 
other  Paflages  of  his  Hiftory,  where  he  plain¬ 
ly  intimates  that  there  was  but  one  Hiyh 
‘Priefl  over  the  whole  Nation,  juft  as  there  was 
[  but  one  King :  That  the  Number  of  their  High 
Triefts  and  their  Kings ,  in  a  Sticceffion  of  341 
j  Generations ,  happened  to  be  exactly  equal: 

!  ?hrr„each  High  Kriefi  provided  a  Statue  of 
)’  himfelf  to  perpetuate  his  Memory  to  Tcfterity : 

'  And  that  he  himfelf  was  introduced  by  the 
|  Kriejis  into  a  large  Room  or ‘Temple,  where  the  fe 
Statues  were  depofited,  and  faw  341  of  Colo f- 
fean  Size ,  the  Images  of fo  many  High  Trie  [Is 
tn  lineal  Tie f cent  from  Father  to  Son 1 .  Which 
cannot,  I  think,  be  applicable  to  any  other 
|  High  Trie  ft,  but  juft  fuch  an  one  as  the  Jews 
|  had. ,  one  over  the  whole  Nation. 


Fourthly,  the  zsEgyptians,  I  fay,  abhorred 
S wine’s  Flejhas  impure  and  abominable.  And 
here  indeed  you  own,  that  I  deliver  the  true 
1  Senfe  of  Herodotus ;  to  which  I  had  added  an 
Authority  of  Jofephus  to  the  very  fame  Pur- 
,  pole.  As  the  Fa(ft  then  is  certain  and  agreed, 

I that  the  /Egyptians  generally  abhorred  Swine’s 
Klefh,  and abftained from  it fuperftitioufy ;  how 
1  can  this  be  made  an  inftance  of  my  faljifying 
or  mi  [quoting  Herodotus?  Why,  becaufe  there 
are  three  Circumftances,  as  you  obferve  with 
your  ufual  Acutenefs,  in  which  the  behaviour 
of  the  Jews  and  Mgytians  with  regard  to 
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Swine  were  not  alike 1 .  But  if  there  had  been 
three  [core  inftead  of  three,  it  had  been  nothing 
at  all  to  the  purpofe,  fince  the  Fact  I  contend 
for  is  allowed  :  All  that  I  pretend  to  intimate, 
is,  from  the  near  Refemblance  of  many  Cufi- 
toms,  that  the  Jews  might  probably  have 
borrowed  them  from  eyEgypt :  You  cry  out 
on  the  other  hand,  that  the  Inference  is  unjuft, 
partial ,  and  contrived  to  deceive,  becaufe  I  do 
not  fhew  in  all  ooints  an  Identity  of  Cuftcm. 
All  which  Clamour  proves  juft  nothing  but 
your  own  want  of  Judgment,  in  notrefleft- 
ing,  that  a  Cuftom  may  be  borrowed,  and  , 
yet  altered,  enlarged  or  reftrained  as  the  Bor¬ 
rower  fliall  afterwards  find  convenient. 

But  there  is  one  obfervation  of  yours,  which 
I  can’t  help  taking  notice  of  here;  that  fince 
the  Cuftoms  which  the  Jews  had  in  common 
with  the  o- Egyptians ,  were  in  ufe  likewife  in 
feveral  other  Countries ;  why,  fay  you,  muft 
they  needs  have  been  borrowed  from  cyEgypt 
rather  than  from  any  other  Country 2  ?  This  you  j  i 
repeat,  and  infill  on  again  in  another  place  3 ;  k 
nay,  you  go  fo  far  in  one  Inftance  to  declare,  | 
that  of  all  Countries  under  Heaven  e_yEgypt  | 
was  the  moft  unlikely  to  derive  the  Cuftom 
from  *.  Now  I  cannot  for  my  life  conceive,  | 
how  ’tis  poflible  for  one,  who  knows  any  thing 
of  the  JewiJh  Hi  (lory,  and  has  the  leall  grain 
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of  Judgment,  to  putfo  filly  a  Queftion.  The 
Jewiflo  Nation  was  nurfed  up  in  <iyEgypt  from 
its  very  Infancy,  and  during  a  Refidence  there 
of  above  200  Years  grew  up  from  one  fingle 
Family  into  a  mighty  People :  In  all  which 
Time,  as  isabovementioned,  they  were  train¬ 
ed  in  all  the  Cuftoms ,  and  complied  even  with 
the  Religion  and  Idolatry  of  the  Country  :  and 
even  after  they  had  quitted  it,  they  retained 
ftill,  we  find,  the  old  fondnefs  for  the  Cuftoms , 
Ceremonies  and  IVorfhip  they  had  been  ufed 
to  :  and  this  not  only  on  their  Journey,  when 
the  Impreffion  and  Memory  of  thofe  Cuftoms 
were  ftrong  on  their  Minds,  but  when  they 
were  fettled  in  quiet  Poffeffion  of  the  pro- 
mifed  Land,  and  formed  into  a  regular  State  \ 
where  they  continued  remarkable  for  nothing 
lo  much  as  their  Averfion  to  Strangers,  and 
their  Care  to  preferve  themfelves  feparateand 
clear  of  any  Mixture  with  all  other  Nations. 
If  this  be  true,  as  it  certainly  is,  what  ground 
can  there  poffibly  be  for  what  you  fo  oft  in¬ 
culcate  ;  that  they  might  have  borrowed  their 
Cuftoms  from  any  other  Country  as  probably  as 
from  <^yEgypt?  Every  Man  ofSenle  muft  needs 
laugh  at  you  for  entertaining  the  leaft  thought 
of  its  Probability  ;  which  you  might  however 
have  entertained  as  long  as  you  pleafe,  had 
you  but  excufed  me  from  thinking  it  probable 
too,  and  not  made  this  very  Inftance,  in  which 
I  follow  Reafon ,  FaB  and  Hiftory ,  a  Proof  of 
my  Partiality  and  Prejudice  agaivfi  Mofes . 

Fifthly, 
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Fifthly,  I  have  paffed  over  one  of  your 
Oblervations  in  my  way,  about  the  Treat¬ 
ment  of  Leprous  Terfons,  on  purpofe  to  give 
it  a  particular  Anfvver  5  as  it  is  the  only  one  in 
your  Book,  where  your  Charge  upon  me  of 
mifquoting  is  fupported  with  any  Truth  or 
Reafon.  The  PaiTage  however  is  found  in 
Herodotus ,  in  the  very  Senfe  I  had  given  to 
it,  tho’  not,  it  leems,  among  the  Cuftoms  of 
c^ASgypt,  where  I  had  ranged  it,  but  of  Perfia1. 
But  tho’  it  would  not  perhaps  be  difficult  to 
fhevv,  that  the  fame  Treatment  of  Leprofy  was 
pradifed  alfo  in  e^Egypt ;  yet,  as  the  Quotation 
Hands,  I  cannot  but  own  it  to  be  the  effed  of 
Negli  gence,  and  want  of  Attention  in  me :  I 
took  it  from  my  Papers,  whither  I  had  tran- 
fcribed  it,  and  not  having  the  Original  near 
me,  or  being  in  hafte  to  finifli  what  was  be¬ 
fore  me,  I  trufted  to  Memory  and  the  Per- 
fuafion  I  was  under,  that  the  Fact  was  relat- 
ted  of  z  JEgypt :  Which  I  allow  to  be  a  Fault 
that  deferves  Animadverfion,  as  I  fhould  as 
frankly  have  done  in  any  other  Article  you 
charge  me  with,  had  there  appeared  any  juft 
Ground  or  Reafon  for  fuch  Charge.  But  fince 
you  have  taken  from  me  one  o Egyptian  Cuf- 
tom,  I  think  myfelf  obliged  to  replace  it  with 
another,  viz.  the  Laws  about  Animals  clean 
and  unclean ;  which  the  learned  Cotelerius 
allows  to  have  been  taken  probably  from  the 
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!  Trablice  of  w/Rgypt ;  to  which  the  Hebrew 
Nation ,  he  fays,  were  loo  much  addicted 1 3 
and  gives  us  a  Quotation  of  ‘Porphyry ,  from 
Cheer emon  the  <iyEgyptian  Hijlonan ,  import¬ 
ing,  that  the  Triejts  ofe^/Egypt  abjlained  from 
Ftjh,  and  all  four  footed  Beafls,  whofe  Hoofs 
either  were  not  cloven  at  al!,  or  cloven  into 
many  THvifions ,  fuch  as  had  not  Horns  (or, 

what  comes  to  the  fame,  did  not  chew  the 
Cud)  and  all  carnivorous  Birds  \ 

It  would  be  endlefs  to  run  thro’  all  the  Jew- 
i[h  Cuftoms ,  which  Men  of  the  greateft  Learn¬ 
ing  and  Experience  in  thefe  ftudies  have  de¬ 
duced  from  the  Practice  of  <^yEgypt.  There's 
fuch  an  Affinity,  fays  Kir c her ,  between  the 
Jewijh  and  (^/Egyptian  Rites,  Sacrifices,  Ce¬ 
remonies  ;  that  either  the  c/ Egyptians  mufi 
have  Hebraifed ,  or  the  Hebrews  efyEgyptifed  3 : 
But  which  of  them  followed  the  other  in  thefe 
Rites,  is  fo  clearly  decided  by  the  learned  Spen¬ 
cer,  that  no  Man ,  unlefs  fupinely  credulous ,  as 
he  fays,  can  believe  it  to  have  been  the  Egyp¬ 
tians 4.  And  indeed  both  he  and  Mar  foam 
derive  in  a  manner  the  whole  ritual  Law  from 
this  very  Source  of  ciyEgypt :  The  moveable 
Tabernacle ,  Ark  of  the  Covenant,  Cherubims , 
Altar ,  Sacrifices ,  Trieftly  Vefiments ,  the  Sab- 

1  Vid.  BarnabcC  Epift.  ex  Editione  Cotelerii  c.  x.  Not.  42. 
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bathy  Feftivals ,  Wafhings,  'Purifications] 
Oracles ,  Prophecy ,  'Divination ,  &c  \ 

You  go  on  to  obferve,  that  I  y&m;  my  Skill 
or  great  Negligence  of  quoting,  in  falfly  render¬ 
ing  into  Engtijh  the  Latin  Tranfation  of  Mai - 
monides’s  Words  z.  Hard  indeed,  not  to  al¬ 
low  me  capable  of  tranflating  even  Latin: 
But  whatever  you  pleafe  to  allow,  I  pretend 
to  a  Skill  which  you  are  not  yet  Mafter  of,  of 
rendering  the  true  Meaning  of  a  PalTage  agree¬ 
able  to  the  general  Notion  conveyed  by  it, 
without  trifling  and  dwelling  on  the  lefs  figni- 
ficant  words,  lb  as  to  hurt  the  main  and  ob¬ 
vious  Senfe  of  the  whole.  Let  us  try  your 
Criticilfn  by  this  Rule.  Spencer  fpeaking  of 
Circumcifion  in  the  Words  of  Maimonides  3, 
calls  it  res  durijjima  &  difficillima  y  here  we 
have  its  Character  and  Delcription  ;  and  the 
main  Notion  of  the  Paflage  is,  that  it  was  a  moft 
harfh  and  mojl  hazardous  thing :  Now  is  it  pof- 
lible  that  a  thing  in  its  Nature  the  mojl  dan • 
gerouSy  could  ever  be  performed  without  fome 
Danger  ?  But  1  changey  you  fay,  the  refrain¬ 
ing  Word ,  fometimes  with  Hazard,  into  fome 
Hazard:  Where  every  body  but  yourfelf will 
fee  the  propriety  of  it,  in  order  to  make  the 
Sentence  confiftent  with  itfelf:  for  as  foon  as 
1  difcover  the  true  Sentiment  of  an  Author, 
'tis  enough  for  me  to  catch  hold  of  that,  and 


1  Ibid.  1.  3.  c.  3.  p.  663, &c.— — It.  Marfh.  Can  Chron. 
z  Reply,  p.  29.  3  Res  duriffima  &  difficillima,  nec 

fine  vits  difcrimine  quandoquc  fubeunda. 

not 

I 

\ 


(  57  ) 

not  like  your  folemn  Pedants  think  mylelf 
obliged  to  follow  the  very  Inaccuracies  and 
Perplexities  of  the  Original. 

But  you  urge  meftill  and  fay,  that  I (hew  my 
ufual  Dexterity  in  the  ufe  of  a  Paflage  taken 
from  Light  foot  J,  on  whole  Authority  I  affert 
that  the  frequent  Mortality  occafioned  by  Cir - 
cumcifion produced  a  (landing  Law ,  that  when 
any  Ter  [on  had  loft  three  Children  fuccejftvely  by 
it,  he  was  to  be  excufed  from  circumcifing  the 
reft,  in  confequence  of  which  there  were  actually 
many  uncircumcifed  among  them ,  8Cc.  Where 
Light  foot,  youobfer  ve, /peaks  not  a  wordeither 
of  a  J landing  Law,  or  the  frequent  Mortality 
of  Cir  cumcifion.  But  does  not  the  Gale  itfelf 
Ipeak  necelfarily  of  both  ?  And  can  any  Man 
be  fo  filly  as  to  think,  that  by  a  (landing  Law 
I  could  mean  a  Law  of  Mofes  ?  No,  the  fre¬ 
quent  Mortality  occafioned  by  Circumcifion 
produced  a  Judgment  or  4 Decifion ,  as  you  own, 
of  the  Rabbins  or  Jewifh  Doffors,  who  were 
both  Interpreters  of  the  Law  and  Guides  of 
Confidence,  that  when  a  Man  had  loft  three 
Children  fuccejftvely  by  Circumcifion,  he  fbould 
be  excufed  from  circumcifing  the  reft.  This  I 
call  a  ([landing  Law  or  'Practice,  or  Cuftom 5 
grounded  on  a  Decree  of  the  proper  Judges  in 
the  Cafe.  But  Light  foot,  you  fay,  does  not 
fpeak  a  Word  of  the  frequent  Mortality  of  it. 
But  does  not  the  Fa  ft  he  mentions  as  fome- 
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times  happening  of  three  Children  dying  of  it 
fuccefjively ,  neceffarily  imply  and  infer  it?  Al¬ 
low  the  Cafe  to  have  happened,  tho’  but  fel- 
dom,  and  the  other  will  follow  of  courfe: 
And  here  you  fhew,  what  you  do  indeed  in 
every  other  Place,  that  your  Cavils  are  found¬ 
ed  only  in  your  own  Miftake  of  the  very  thing 
you  cavil  at :  For  you  charge  me  as  produ¬ 
cing  this  Paffage  to  prove,  that  the  Cafe  of 
three  Children' s  dying  fuccejjively  by  Circumci - 
fion  was  frequent  with  them  1 ;  Whereas  all  I 
endeavour  to  fhew,  is,  that  the  Mortality  of 
Circumcijion  mujl  needs  be  frequent ,  becaufe 
that  Cafe  did fometimes  happen  :  No  body  can 
imagine  the  Cafe  itfelf  to  be  very  common, 
tho’  you  allow  five  or  fix  infiances  of  it  on  Re¬ 
cord  i  and  if  no  more  had  ever  happened,  they 
are  more  than  lufficient  to  fhew,  that  Circum- 
cifion  was  ordinarily  dangerous  and  often  mor¬ 
tal:  You  will  hardly  deny  the  Small  Pox  to 
be  frequently  mortal ,  yet  few  or  none  per¬ 
haps  know  five  or  fix  Cafes  of  three  Children 
dying  fucceffively  of  it  in  the  fame  Family  : 
which  yet  happened  lo  often,  according  to 
Light  foot,,  thro’  the  danger  of  CircumcTfion , 
that  there  were  many  uncircumcifed  on  that 
account  both  of  the  Priefts  and  "People .  And 
thus  the  Words  of  Maimonides  and  Paffage  of 
Lightfooty  in  Ipite  of  your  Cavils,  demon- 
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ftrably  prove  all  I  contend  for,  the  frequent 
Mortality  of  Circumcifion . 

I  have  now  gone  thro"  your  Criticifms  on  my 
Quotations ,  and  have  Aiewn  them  to  be  both 
falle  and  trifling,  void  both  of  Learning  and 
Judgment :  But  this,  Sir,  ought  not  to  refled 
fo  much  Shame  on  you,  as  the  want  of  Can¬ 
dour  and  Truth,  and  the  love  of  Calumny 
you  betray  in  the  Management  of  them.  At 
letting  out  you  would  perliiade  your  Reader, 
that  there's  ficarce  one  Quotation ,  which  I 
have  not  abufed  and  mifrepreiented ;  yet  out 
of  four  [core  you  attempt  only  fome  flight  Ob¬ 
jections  to  fifteen,  as  you  reckon,  but  as  every 
body  elfe  will  count,  thirteen  only ;  the  two 
laft,  as  we  lhall  prefently  fee,  being  not  excep¬ 
tions  to  my  Quotations ,  (as  to  enhance  the 
Number,  you  abfurdlycall  them)  but  to  my 
Reafonings:  And  of  thefe  thirteen ,  there's 
but  a  poor  Jingle  one  left  you,  in  which  you 
have  fliewn  indeed  lome  want  of  attention  or 
too  muchhaftein  me,  but  no  poffible  fufpici- 
on  of  any  wilful  Miifeprefentation,  Is  this 
then  the  part  of  a  Man  of  Honour  or  Integri¬ 
ty  to  calumniate  fo  ftrongly  on  a  Foundation 
fo  weak  ?  Is  this  fuitable  to  the  Gravity  of  the 
Perfon  you  affume,  and  your  conjuring  me  lo 
iolemnly  in  God's  Name ,  and  for  the  fake  of 
Sincerity ,  to  weigh  things  better ,  and  report 
faffs  more  fairly  1  ?  Will  not  the  Reader  be 
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apt  to  entertain  the  fame  Sufpicion  of  your 
Religion,  as  he  muft  before  have  done  of  your 
Learning,  that  with  all  this  Outcry  about  it, 
you  have  no  real  Efteem  or  Concern  for  it; 
for  which  Refledion  he  will  find  ftill  but  too 
much  Reafon  in  what  follows? 

You  proceed  to  call  over  again  the  Story  of 
Babel,  and  declare  my  account  of  that  Con - 
fu/ion  to  be  truly  a  confufed  one 1 :  where  for 
the  fake  of  a  ftupid  Jeft,  you  put  your  Judg¬ 
ment  to  fome  risk  with  the  Reader;  who 
may  not  perhaps  be  of  Opinion,  that  my  way 
of  writing  is  lb  confufed  as  you  would  inti¬ 
mate  :  But  to  come  to  the  Point.  I  fhall  firft 
conlider  what  you  objed  to  my  Account  of 
this  Fad,  and  thenexamin  the  Merit  of  your 
own  Expofition  of  it. 

I  have  faid  in  my  Letter ,  that  the  Sons  of 
Noah  were  fo  far  from  any  Refolution  of  not 
difperfivg  themfelves ,  that  before  the  Confufion 
of  Babel  they  had  already  begun  to  difperfe ,  and 
actually  fent  off  a  great  Colony  from  the  Eaft 
to  the  Land  of  Shinaar  \  For  this  I  produced 
the  concurrent  Teftimony  both  of  B  rot  eft  ant 
and  Bapift ,  both  Batrick  and  Calmet\  and 
thought  myfelf  very  orthodox  and  fafe  under  \ 
the  Shelter  of  fuch  Authority;  but  all,  it  ^ 
feems,  in  vain ;  fince  the  Queftion,  you  fay  3y  j 
is  not  what  any  Commentator  has  fancied,  but 
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what  the  Scripture  has  taught  about  the  Mat¬ 
ter .  How  hard  is  it  to  deal  with  fuch  thorough- 
paced  Diviaes?  Commentators  are  at  fome 
times  every  thing;  at  others  nothing  with 
them.  Doftor  Water  land  contemns  his  Adver- 
fary  for  having  no  Acquaintance  with  them  1  ; 
and  you  contemn  me  for  being  acquainted  with 
them :  The  Do&or  fays,  that  there  s  not  one 
Commentator  of  Note  but  would  have  fet  his 
Antagonift  right 2 ;  you  pretend  to  ftiew,  that 
Two  of  the  beft  Note  have  fet  me  quite  wrong 
But  there  cannot  be  much  difficulty  in  defend¬ 
ing  Fatrick  and  Calmet  againft  fuch  an  Expo- 
fitor  as  your  felf :  Let’s  try  what  can  be  done. 

You  obferye,  that  in  the  end  of  the  tenth 
Chapter  of  Genefis  preceding  the  Story  of  Ba¬ 
bel,  ’tis  faid  of  the  Sons  of  Noah ,  that  by  them 
were  the  Nations  divided  in  the  Earth  after  the 
Flood .  And  then  it  follows,  Chap.  xi.  And 
the  whole  Earth  was  of  one  Language  and  one 
Speech .  Where  all  Mankind,  you  fay,  is  fpoken 
of  without  the  Exclufion  of  an)  Fart.  But 
pray,  Sir,  what  do  thefe  two  Verfes  import,  but 
that  the  feveral  Nations  of  the  World  were 
founded  and  peopled  by  the  cDifperfion  of  the 
Sons  of  Noah,  and  that  before  the  Confufton  of 
Babel  the  whole  Earth  had  but  one  Language? 
Where  the  very  Expreffionof  the  whole  Earth 
feems  to  intimate  fbme  kind  of  dilperfion  and 
peopling  of  different  Countries  previous  to 
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that  Confujlon.  But  in  the  next  Verle  ’tis  hi  id, 
And  it  came  to  pafs  as  they  journeyed  from 
the  Eaft,  that  they  found  a  ‘Plain  in  the  Land 
of  Shinaar  and  dwelt  there.  That  is ;  of  thefe 
Sons  of  Noah,  by  whom  the  Nations  were  di¬ 
vided,  in  the  very  AT  of  dividing  and  difperf- 
ing  themielves,  as  one  great  part  or  Colony 
travelled  from  the  Eaft,  they  found  a  conve¬ 
nient  Plain  and  fettled  there.  But  here's  not  a 
Word ,  you  fay,  about  their  difperfing  themfelves , 
or  fending  of  Colonies :  But  is  it  not  implied  in 
this  'journeying  f  rom  the  Eaft ,  or  is  it  poiTible 
to  dilperfe  any  othervvife  than  by  journeying 
from  one  Place  to  another?  But  there’s  no 
Hint  given;  you  obierve,  that  this  is  to  be  un- 
derftood  of  a  part  of  them  only,  and  not  of  the 
whole.  But  where  the  Text  isfilent,  or  ob- 
Icure,  muft  not  we  fill  up  the  Senfe  of  it  from 
Reafon  and  the  Nature  of  things,  which  ne- 
ceffarily  fuggeft  fuch  a  DiftinTion?  For  what 
Senfe  can  there  be  in  fuppofing,  as  you  do, 
that  the  whole  of  Mankind  muft  needs  tra¬ 
vel  thus  from  Place  to  Place  in  one  Body  ? 
Why,  when  they  had  confumed  the  Provifion 
and  Forage  their  fir  ft  Settlement  afforded ,  they 
were  forced,  you  lay,  to  remove  to  another. 
But  would  not  Reafon  and  Neceffity  have 
taught  them,  that  the  only  Remedy  for  this 
Evil  muft  be  their  feparativg  from  each  other, 
and  not  journeying  together  .<?  For  the  lame  In¬ 
convenience  would  always  attend  them,  whilft 
they  all  held  in  a  Body ;  and  there  could  have 
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been  no  end  of  their  journeying,  if  they  had 

I  hung  together,  till  they  had  eat  up  every  thing 
the  Place  afforded  :  All  which  Diftrefs  would 
have  been  prevented  at  once,  if  as  Icon  as 
Victuals  grew  Icarce  for  their  whole  Number , 
they  had  fent  off  a  Tart  or  Colony  to  frefil 
| Quarters;  whilft  as  many  of  them  ftaid  be- 
|  hind  and  kept  Poffeffion  of  the  old  ones,  as 
they  were  capable  of  receiving. 

§  Again,  by  fuppofing  the  whole  Body  of  Man- 
;!|  kind  to  be  concerned  and  prefen t  at  the  Confu - 
\\(ion  of  Babel ,  you  involve  Noah  and  his  Sons * 
who  were  then  alive,  in  the  Guilt  and  Part- 
•  nerihip  of  that  Rebellion  againft  God:  But 
ft  is  improbable  or  incredible  rather,  that  fucli 
\|a  Treacher  of  Right  eoufnefs,  whole  Faith  and 
ti  Virtues  are  fo  celebrated  in  Scripture,  could 

I  either  have  confented  himfelf  to  lo  wicked  a 
Projed,  or  that  lo  venerable  a  Tarent  of  hu¬ 
man  Race  fhould  not  have  Credit  and  Autho¬ 
rity  enough  in  his  own  Family  to  have  re- 
ftrained  them  from  fb  daring  an  Impiety.  So 
that  "tis  on  all  accounts  highly  reaibnable  to 
j  conclude  with  the  learned  Commentators  above 
i;  mentioned,  that  it  was  but  ^  Colony  or  Tart  of 
| the  whole ,  that  travelled  from  the  Eaft,  and 
J .  were  concerned  in  building  the  Tower  of  Babe!. 
|  But  I  had  obferved  in  my  Letter,  that  all 
l  we  can  collect  from  this  Story  is,  that  the  Mid- 
,  titude  at  Babel,  knowing  they  mu  ft  foon  be  dif¬ 
fer  fed  ft  ill  further ,  had  a  mind  before  fu  eh  T)if- 
* per  (ion  to  ereSl  fame  public  k  Monument  of  their 
,  common 
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common  Origin ,  by  building  a  City  and  a  Tow¬ 
er  that  fhould  reach  as  high  as  Heaven ;  and 
that  it  was  the  Trefumption  and  Arrogance  of 
this  Ttefign  that  induced  God  to  baffle  it  by  con¬ 
founding  their  Language ,  &x.  Now  you  on 
the  contrary  affirm,  that  1  collect  from  the  Sto¬ 
ry  a  cDeJign  quite  different  from  what  the  Sto¬ 
ry  expre  fly  mentions1  :  Where  I  muft  leave  it  to 
the  Reader  to  judge  whether  I  have  juftly 
reprefented  the  Senie  of  Scripture  or  no :  For 
does  it  not  plainly  intimate,  that  the  Ground 
of  their  offending  God,  was  in  the  Defign  they 
had  projected  of  building  a  Tower  as  high  as 
Heaven  ?  Does  it  give  any  other  Inftance  of 
their  Arrogance  and  Prefumption  ?  And  does 
it  not  likewife  exprefly  fay,  that  their  Intent 
was  to  raife  them  [elves  a  Name  by  the  Project 
they  had  formed  ?  The  Story  I  declared  to 
be  a  ftrange  one ,  and  durft  not  for  that  Rea- 
fon  venture  on  any  other  Solution  of  it,  than 
what  the  very  Words  l'uggeited.  But  I  was 
mi  fled ,  you  fay,  and  endeavour  to  mijlead  mi 
Reader  by  the  idle  Tranflation  of  the  Old  Greek 
and  Latin  Interpreters ;  lince  the  Original 
imports  juft  what  our  Englifh  Verfion  gives ; 
let  us  build  a  City  and  a  Tower  that  may  reach 
to  Heaven,  and  let  us  make  a  Name,  left  we  be 
fc uttered  abroad ,  &Cc.  And  allowing  all  this; 
does  not  even  the  Word  left  imply  an  Appre- 
henfion  or  Notion  that  they  fhould  fhortly  be 
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obliged  to  dilperfe  further ;  and  an  Intention 
confequently  to  erect  this  publick  Monument 
and  make  themfelves  a  Name  before fuch  cDif- 
perfion  ?  But  the  Word  left  according  to  you 
gives  a  quite  different  Turn  to  the  Senfe  ;  as 
if  it  had  been  faid,  let  us  build  a  City  and  a 
Tower  Jo  prevent  or  hinder  our  farthercDijper - 
fion.  Strange  Nonfenle !  As  if  a  Tower  could 
change  the  Nature  of  Things,  and  prevent 
their  being  fcattered  abroad  or  difperfed  to 
people  the  Earth:  Unlefs  you  can  luppole 
them  refolved  to  combat  Heaven  itfelf,  and 
filly  enough  to  imagine  that  by  the  help  of 
fuch  Entrenchments  they  fhould  be  able  to 
baffle  the  Power  of  the  Almighty. 

The  Text  then,  whether  we  render  it  ac¬ 
cording  to  the  Seventy  Interpreters  and  the  old 
Latin ,  or  according  to  our  vulgar  Englifh 
comes,  we  fee,  in  a  manner  to  the  fame  thing : 
I  cannot  however  difmifs  it  without  oblerv- 
ing  the  Rafttneis  of  your  Cenfure  on  the  Old 
Greek  Verfion ,  which  you  call  an  Idle  Tran  ft- 
lation ,  tho*  it  was  fo  frequently  ufed,  and 
authenticated  as  it  were  by  our  Saviour ,  the 
Apoftles  and  Evange lifts,  and  held  for  Sacred 
and  Infpired  by  all  the  Primitive  Fathers » 

I  ihall  now  juft  Ipend  a  Word  or  two  in 
examining  your  own  Account  of  this  Hftori - 
cal  Fall  ;  where  tho'  you  feem  cautious  of 
ufing  Dr.  IVaterland’s  Words,  yet  you  affert 
in  effed  the  very  fame  thing,  which  in  every 
Drefs  of  Language  will  always  be  equally  ab- 
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fiird.  The  ‘Doff or  fays,  that  the  Sons  of  Noah 
had  formed  a  Confpiracy  to  hang  together  in  a 
Clujier,  and  neither  to  difperfe  nor  cultivate  the 
Ground ,  had  not  God  miraculoujly  interpofed  to 
confound  their  Trojeffs ,  &c  *.  You  fay,  that 
they  were  refolved  to  hold  clofely  together  5  to 
adhere  flriffly  to  each  other ,  and  never  to  party 
if  God  had  not  forced  them  to  it,  to  prevent 
thofe  Quarrels  and  Wars  which  would  inevita¬ 
bly  arife  among  them  from  their  living  together , 
£tc  .  Strange,  that  fach  a  loving,  fond  Society, 
that  could  not  bear  the  thought  ofleaving  each 
other ,  deter  mine  dy  as  you  fay,  to  live  and  die 
together  3,  fhould  lb  loon  be  engaged  in  Qitar- 
rels  and  Wars !  But  their  Love,  it  feems,  was 
fo  extravagant,  that  it  was  worfe  than  Death 
to  them  to  part,  and  they  would  chule  ra¬ 
ther  to  kill  one  another,  than  live  afunder. 
'Tis  furprizing,  I  fay,  that  Men  of  any  Un- 
derftanding  can  take  up  with  fuch  Abfurdi- 
ties,  and  after  much  Pains  and  Plodding 
fhould  have  got  no  further  in  thinking  than 
what  their  Nurfes  had  taught  them. 

Had  Mankind  in  thofe  firft  Ages  of  the 
World  been  all  confin’d  within  feme  lfandy 
whence  no  Efcape  was  pra&icable  ;  the  Ac¬ 
count  you  give  might  have  had  feme  Rea- 
fon  in  it,  that  as  fall  as  their  Numbers  in- 
ereafed  and  their  Vi&uals  diminilhed,  they 
fnuft  have  been  forced  to  deftroy  and  prey 
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tipon  each  other;  but  even  in  fuch  a  Cafe, 
rather  than  perilh  by  Hunger,  they  would 
1  have  ftruggled  hard  and  tried  many  an  Inven¬ 
tion  of  Floats  and  Veffels  in  queft  of  better 
Quarters  by  Sea  :  But  to  iiippofe  fuch  a  Mui- 
f  titude  in  the  middle  of  the  Continent  and  in 
fruitful  Plains  determined  to  hold  together 
till  they  ftarved,  and  like  Men  in  the  Extre¬ 
mity  of  a  Siege,  killing  each  other  for  want 
of  Viduals,  which  yet  might  be  had  for  fetch¬ 
ing;  whilft  Plenty  and  all  the  World  lay  be¬ 
fore  them,  if  they  would  but  difperfe  them- 
felves  to  the  Enjoyment  of  it ;  is  fo  fenfelefi 
and  abfurd  a  Notion,  that  ’tis  inconceiva¬ 
ble  how  any  Man  can  entertain  it.  There 
could  not  then  be  any  want  of  a  Miracle  to 
bring  about  the  TDifperfon  of  Mankind  in  its 
3  infant,  growing  State  ;  or  occafion  for  any 
other  Command,  than  what  was  given  to  Man 
at  his  Creation  and  implanted  in  his  Nature  $ 
encreafeand  multiply ;  the  certain  Qonfequence 
of  which  is  to  difperfe  and  replenifh  the  Earth  t 
His  own  natural  Appetites  would  necelfarily 
force  him  to  it,  as  loon  as  it  became  conveni¬ 
ent,  in  lpite  of  any  Will  or  Refolution  to  the 
contrary,  could  any  fuch  without  Abfurdity 
be  fuppofed. 

You  come  at  laft  to  expole  the  Faljhood  of 
{ the  Hiflorical  FaEls>  which  I  have  rafhly  ad¬ 
vanced,  as  you  fay 1 ,  in  fever al  Tarts  of  my 
Letter :  Where  one  would  imagine  that  you 
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would  have  contefted  with  me  every  Jingle 
Fall  I  had  touched  upon,  fince  you  proclaim 
it  in  your  Title  Tage,  and  undertake  to  fhew 
the  general  Faljhood  of  them  all :  Yet  all  the 
Falls  you  pretend  to  diipute  with  me  are  but 
two ;  and  of  thefe  two ,  the  fecond,  as  I’ve  ob- 
ferved  above,  is  no  fhieflion  of  Fall  at  all,  but 
a  Squabble  only  about  my  Opinion  or  Man¬ 
ner  of  folving  a  certain  Fall  which  we  both 
allow  to  be  delivered  in  Hiftory,  viz.  the  Con- 
fufion  of  Babel.  This  you  call  one  of  the  Hi- 
ftorical  Falls ,  that  I  have  falfly  advanced ; 
which  fhews  the  little  Arts  you  are  forced  to 
ufe  to  raife  an  Outcry  againft  me,  and  enhance 
the  Sum  total  of  my  Malice  and  Impiety. 

The  only  Fall  then  you  conteft  with  me, 
as  rajhly  advanced  in  my  Letter ,  is  concern¬ 
ing  the  Learning ,  Tohtenefs,  and  flounjh- 
ing  Condition  of  eyFgypt  in  Mofes's  Time.  I 
had  afferted  it  to  be  more  probable  that  the 
Jews  Ihould  borrow  from  the  c/ Egyptians , 
than  the  O' Egyptians  from  the  Jews,  from  the  > 
general  Chara&er  of  the  two  Nations  of  the 
'ly. Egyptians ,  as  always  learned  and  polite ;  oi  j' 
the  Jews,  always  rude  ana  illiterate.  And  tho  . 
I  had  affigned  no  Period  of  Time  to  their  Fame  j, 
for  Learning,  yet  fince  my  Reafoning  luppo-  ji 
festhem  poffefled  of  it  before  Mofes’s  time,  1 
will  here  join  IlTue,  and  allow,  as  you  lay  >  - 
that  the  Jfuejlion  between  us  is,  whether 
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cy_ Egypt  was  fo  great  a  Kingdom ,  fo  polite  a 
Nation  in  Mofes’s  time  as  I  have  represented 
it.  This  then  is  the  Fad,  that  I  undertake  to 
make  good  5  I  will  not  fay  againft  you,  who 
feem  to  know  but  little  of  the  Matter,  but 
againft  what  you  abfurdly  call  the  Demon - 
fir  at  ions  andDifcoveries  of  Sir  Ifaac  Newton 
You  had  heard  much  talk  of  Sir  Ifaac  s 
4 Demonflrations  in  Mathematicks  and  his  great 
4 Difcoveries  in  Natural  Knowledge ;  and  ima¬ 
gined  perhaps  that  thole  Words  fignified  no¬ 
thing  more  than  Conjecture  or  Opinion .  For 
had  you  refteded  what  a  Demonflration  meant, 
you  could  not  have  applied  it  to  a  Syftetn  of 
Chronology ,  however  probable,  or  preferable  to 
all  others,  which  from  the  Nature  of  Things 
can  never  reach  Certainty  or  admit  of  ’Demon- 
fir  at  ion .  But  pray,  Sir,  after  all  what  is  it  that 
Sir  Ifaac  has  difcovered  ?  has  he  brought  to 
light  any  old  Authors,  which  for  Ages  paft 
had  lain  buried  in  Oblivion  ;  or  any  Monu¬ 
ments  of  Antiquity  unknown  before  to  the 
Curious?  Or  has  he  done  in  the  learned, 
what  he  did  in  the  natural  World  j  invented 
a  new  Telefcope ,  to  pry  into  remote  and  dark 
Antiquity  with  more  Accuracy  than  had  been 
pradicable  before  ?  If  he  has  done  nothing  of 
this,  then  all  his  Difcoveries  can  amount  on¬ 
ly  to  Conjecture  $  which,  like  that  of  all  other 
Men,  will  always  be  fallible  and  uncertain,  as 
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we  fhall  find  more  eipecially  in  the  very  In- 
ftance  before  us. 

In  faying  this,  I  am  far  from  any  thought 
of  weakening  the  Authority  or  leflening  the 
Character  of  Sir  Ifaac  ;  I  have  as  great  an 
Honour  for  him  as  you  have,  and  look  upon 
him  as  one  of  the  greateft  Philofophers  the 
World  has  ever  produced  1  But  if  as  in  Ma- 
thematicks  and  Philofophy,  fo  in  every  other 
Part  of  Learning,  his  Authority  muft  needs 
be  advanced  above  that  of  all  others  $  I  muft 
take  the  liberty  to  diftent  from  you,  and  to  de¬ 
clare,  that  for  a  thorough  Knowledge  of  An¬ 
tiquity,  and  the  whole  Compafs  of  Greek  and 
^/Egyptian  Learning,  there  have  been,  in  my 
Opinion,  and  now  are,  many  Men  asfarfupe- 
rior  to  him,  as  he  within  his  proper  Chara&er  is 
fuperior  to  every  body  elfe.  And  I  cannot  but 
oblerve,  that  it  is  much  the  fame  Cafe  here 
with  the  Authority  of  Sir  Ifaac ,  as  it  was  a- 
bove  with  that  of  Mofes  ;  'tis  not  I,  but  you 
who  weaken  it,  by  forcing  and  ftretching  it 
to  a  Point  whither  it  can't  be  extended,  to  a 
length  it  never  can  reach. 

But  to  come  to  the  Qneftion,  of  the  Tolite- 
nefs  and  Learning  of  the  ^/Egyptians  in  Mo¬ 
fes3 s  time:  I  had  touched  it  but  flightly  in  my 
Letter 3  imagining  that  it  muft  have  been  ta¬ 
ken  for  granted,  or  could  not  at  leaft  be  cal¬ 
led  in  queftion  by  any  Chriftian  on  the  An¬ 
gle  Teftimony  of  St.  Stephen  ;  who  affirms, 
Mofes  to  have  been  learned  in  all  the  Wifdom  of 
1  the 
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the  cyEgyptians 1 .  But  I  was  much  furprized 
to  find  you  treat  St.  Stephen's  Authority  fo 
flightly ;  by  telling  us,  that  thefe  Words  of  St. 
Stephen  were  not  a  Troof of  any  thing  but  that 
he  fpake  according  to  the  then  receiv’d  Tradition 
of  the  Jews  2 ;  which  is  telling  us  in  effect,  that 
they  proved  juft  nothing  at  all,  but  that  him- 
felf  was  milled  by  the  vulgar  Errors  and  popu¬ 
lar  Prejudices  of  that  Age ;  that  had  he  lived 
to  fee  Sir  Ifaac  Newtons  Demonftratians  and 
Difcoveries ,  he  muff  have  been  of  another 
Mind.  Strange  !  to  find  fo  zealous  an  Advo¬ 
cate  of  Chriftianity,  in  order  to  get  rid  of  a 
flight  Difficulty,  deftroying  the  very  Founda¬ 
tion  of  all  Revealed  Religion.  For  is  it  poffi- 
ble,  Sir,  that  a  Perfon  infpired  by  God,  full 
of  the  Holy  Ghoft,  and  fpeaking  under  the 
aptual  Influence  and  Direction  of  the  ‘Divine 
Spirit ,  as  St.  Stephen  here  did,  could  be  mil¬ 
led  by  popular  Error  or  Prejudice  to  utter 
any  thing  falfe  and  erroneous  ?  Such  a  Con- 
ceffion  muff  needs  Ihake,  I  fay,  the  very 
Foundation  of  Chriftianity  itfelf.  For  what 
Impreflion  could  its  Dictates  make,  if  tho’ 
infpired,  they  could  yet  be  fuppofed  to  be  falfe? 
Thus  whilft  your  zeal  for  fenfelefs  Syftems 
tranfports  you  to  treat  me  rudely,  for  mode¬ 
rating  only  the  extravagant  Notions  of  fome 
of  our  popular  Divines,  and  demolilhing  luch 

«  Aft.  vii,  22,  2  Reply,  p.  49. 
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flight  Outworks  as  make  the  Defence  of  Re¬ 
ligion  more  difficult ;  you  betray  the  very 
Citadel,  and  yield  up  the  Fortrefs  itfelf. 
This  is  a  length  and  freedom  of  thinking 
which,  I  allure  you,  I  cannot  reach  ;  how¬ 
ever  you  are  pleafed  to  calumniate  me  as  a 
Favourer  of  Infidelity :  Fortho’  Pm  far  from 
thinking  every  Title  in  the  Holy  Scriptures 
to  be  inspired  y  or  that  Perfons  infpired on  cer¬ 
tain  Occalions,  mull  of  courfe  be  infallible  on 
all  j  yet  I  cannot  but  think  it  a  Point  funda¬ 
mental  and  necelfary  to  be  believed  by  all 
Chriftians,  that  whilft  a  Man  is  under  the  ac¬ 
tual  Influence  and  cDire£iion  of  the  Holy  Ghofi , 
he  mult  at  the  fame  time  be  infallible  and 
faperior  to  all  Error  $  or  elfeChriftianity  can¬ 
not  be  defended.  In  the  prelent  Cafe  there¬ 
fore,  from  the  fingle  Teflimony  of  St.  Stephen , 
full  of  the  Holy  Ghofi ,  we  are  as  much  obliged 
to  believe,  that  Learning  flour  ifhed  in  ^/Egypt 
before  Mofes’s  time ,  as  that  Chriftianity  itfelfis 
true  *  for  both  mull  ftand  or  fall  together. 

And  here  I  have  the  pleafure  to  find  my 
Opinion  confirmed  by  Dr.  IVaterland  himfelf, 
on  whole  Learning  and  Judgment  you  fet  fo 
high  a  Value  ;  who  affirms  the  Authority  of 
St,  Stephen  [peaking  by  the  Spirit  of  God,  With. 
regard  to  any  Action  or  Palfage  of  Hiftory,  , 
to  be  fufficient  to  filence  all  Cavils  to  the  \ 
thing  itfelf,  tho*  otherwife  leemingly  wrong 
and  contrary  to  the  reafon  of  things ;  as  in  the 
Cafe  of  Mofess  killing  the  c/ Egyptian  :  how  j 

much 
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much  more  deci/ive  then  mull  the  fame  Au¬ 
thority  be,  when  it  afferts  only  a  plain  matter 
of  Fa  ft,  in  itfelf  harmlefs  and  indifferent? 
Why,  to  ufe  the  Honor’s  own  Words  ;  the 
Queftion  admits  of  a  fhort  Decijion,  and  is  only 
this?  Whether  St .  Stephen  full  of  the  Holy 
Ghoft ,  or  a  Gentleman  full  of  himfelf  and  his 
own  Imaginations  be  mofl  likely  to  pafs  a  true 
Judgment  on  the  Cafe  1  ? 

To  the  Teftimony  of  St;  Stephen  we  may 
add  another  from  the  Old  Te ft  ament ;  where 
in  celebrating  the  great  Wifdom  of  Solomon 
'tis  faid,  that  it  exceeded  that  of  the  ^/Egypti¬ 
ans  2.  Now  this,  whether  we  are  to  take  it  for 
infpired ,  or  as  a  meer  hiftorical  Teftimony,  muft 
however  convince  all  who  have  any  regard  for 
Scripture,  that  o ■Egypt  was  famed for  Wifdom 
before  the  Age  of  Solomon  j  but  Scripture  is  no¬ 
thing  with  you  to  Sir  Ifaac’s  Hemonftrations ; 
who  has  discovered,  it  feemj,  that  the  o Egyp¬ 
tians  had  not  fo  much  as  the  ufe  of  Letters 
among  them  till  Solomon’s  Reign  3. 

With  this  Account  of  Scripture  the  whole 
Stream  of  ‘Profane  Hiftory  entirely  agrees; 
that  the  (^/Egyptians  of  all  People  in  the 
World  had  the  molt  ancient  Monuments,  and 
moll  authentick  Proofs  of  their  Learning  and 
Antiquity. 

Herodotus  owns,  that  the  Greeks  borrowed 
almoft  every  thing  from  them ;  that  they  were 

%  i  Kings  iv.  30. 
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the  Inventors  of  moft  Arts  and  Sciences  5  the 
Divifion  of  the  Tear  3  the  Immortality  of  the 
Soul }  the  Names  and  Worfhip  of  the  Gods ,  Al¬ 
tars,  Statuary ,  Sculpture,  & c1.  That  they 
reckoned  a  Succcffion  of  Kings  from  Hercules 
to  Amafts,for  the  Space  of  feventeen  thoufand 
Tears  $  which  they  pretended  to  demonftrate  by 
an  ex  all  Regift  er  and  Computation  of  Time  re¬ 
gularly  preferred  in  their  facred  Books'1. 

\ Diodorus  Siculus  gives  much  the  fame  Ac¬ 
count  of  their  Antiquity  and  Invention  of  Arts 
and  Sciences*,  and  lays,  that  befides  their  fabu¬ 
lous  Hiftory ,  wherein  they  fuppofed their  Coun¬ 
try  to  have  beengoverned  by  the  Gods,  they  pre¬ 
tended  to  a  Succeffion  of  four  hundred  and  fe- 
venty  Kings  and five  Citeens  Natives  of /Egypt, 
exclufive  of  the  Time  they  were  under  the 
thiopians,  Terfians  and  Macedonians ;  of  all 
which  Reigns  they  had  clear  and  diftmCl  Ac¬ 
counts  in  their  facred  Records,  defer ibing  par¬ 
ticularly  every  Trince s  Ter  [on.  Character  and 
Length  of  Reign ;  from  which  Books  he  him • 
felf  had  made  his  Extracts  3.  He  lays  alfo, 
what  indeed  all  other  Writers  confirm,  that  it 
was  antiently  the  moft  populous  of  all  the  known 
Countries  of  the  World’,  and  had  in  it  above 
eighteen  thoufandCities  and  conftderableTowns. 
Tomponius  Mela  and  Tliny  affirm  it  to  have 

1  Kerod.  I.  2.  c.  4,  46,  50,  123,  &c. 

z  Ibid.  C.  43.  Tuutc&  uTgintas  Quar)  ivrfectofy  oiiu 

Avyi^ofAsvoi  vxl  hist  oiTToyfcctpofisvai  &tsc6.  Ibid.  c.  145. 
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had  twenty  thoufand  in  the  Reign  of  Amajis 
and  that  it  continued  to  their  own  Time, 
well  pocked  with  Cities,  thd  lefs  noble  ones 1 . 

This  Notion  of  the  Greatnefs ,  Antiquity 
and  Learning  of  the  ^/Egyptians  fuperior  to  all 
other  Nations,  is  fully  confirm'd  and  afferted 
by  all  the  primitive  Writers  both  Jews  and 
Chriftians. 

"Philo  the  learned  Jew ,  who  himfelf  lived 
in  zMEgypt,  tells  us,  that  Mofes  learnt  of  his 
^Egyptian  Mafters,  who  were  fought  out  for 
him  from  all  Parts ,  Arithmetick ,  Geometry 9 
Mitfiek ,  and  their  Philofophy  exprejfed  by 
Symbols ,  or  Hieroglyphicks  under  the  Figures  of 
Animals ;  and  Mathematicks ,  which  the 
Cs Egyptians  were  efpecially  fond  of  &c  \ 

Clemens  of  Alexandria^  who  lived  likewife 
in  c /Egypt,  exa&ly  follows  Philos  Account, 
and  afcribes  to  the  c/ Egyptians  the  Invention 
of  the  principal  Arts  and  Sciences  3. 

Eufebius  after  both  affirms  the  fame  thing  ; 
afcribes  to  the  o Egyptians  the  Invention  of 
Arts  and declares,  that  they  had  the 
clear  eft  and  moft  undoubted  Monuments  of  their 
Antiquity,  and  that  the  Greeks  borrowed  all 
in  a  manner  from  them  4. 

Jofephus  is  juft  in  the  fame  Story  with  the 
reft,  and  allows  them  in  Solomons  time  to 

1  DeSitu  Orbis,  1.  i.  c.  9.  Hilt.  Nat.  1.  5.  c.  9. 

?De  VitaMofis  lib.  1.  p.  605,  606.  3  Strom.  1.  1.  p, 

413,  361.  Edit.  Potter.  *  Prasparat.  Evangel,  p.  29, 
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have  excelled  all  other  Nations  in  the  Fame  of 
their  Wifdom 1 . 

Now  if  there  had  been  any  Prejudice  in 
thefe  Jewifh  and  Chriftian  Writers,  who  were 
all  zealous  and  orthodox  in  their  Religion,  it 
mud  needs  have  been  like  yours  on  the  other 
fide  of  the  Queftion ;  in  thinking  it  a  "Dimi¬ 
nution  to  the  Authority  of  Mofes ,  to  imagine 
that  he  had  borrowed  any  thing  from  eMFgypt ; 
but  the  Notoriety  of  the  Fad  and  theTefti- 
mony  of  all  Hiftory  obliged  them  to  allow 
and  affert  the  Truth,  which  can  never  do 
Hurt  toanyCaufe  that  is  good. 

But  ’tis  time  to  examine  what  Sir  Ifaac 
Newton  has  demonftrated  and  difeovered  in 
Oppofttionto  all  this  Authority.  Why,  he  has 
obferved,  that  <^/Egypt  was  fo  thinly  peopled 
before  the  Birth  of  Mofes ,  that  Fharaoh  fatd  of 
the  Ifraelites,  behold  the  Children  of  Ifrael  are 
more  and  mightier  than  we  :  From  whence  it 
may  at  leaft ,  you  fay,  be  inferred ,  that  the  Jews 
were  then  no  lefs  powerful  and  flourifhing  a 
Deople  than  the  (^/Egyptians  \  Where  you 
feem  to  think  yourfelfvery  modeft  in  not  infill¬ 
ing  on  much  more,  viz.  that  th clfraelites  were 
even  more  potent  and  numerous  than  their  Maf 
tersthe  c/ Egyptians .  Strange  Notion  indeed! 
Not  that  I  wonder  at  you,  whofe  Notions 
feem  generally  to  be  taken  on  trull,  but  at 

1  Con.  Ap.  i.  2,  6.  Et.  Antiq.  Jud.  1.  $.  c.  2.  §.  j. 
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Sir  Ifaac  for  entertaining  it ;  being  grounded 
meerly  on  Miftakc  or  want  of  Attention  to 
the  lofty  and  hyperbolical  Stile  of  Scripture: 
For  by  the  fame  Reafon  he  might  as  well 
have  proved,  that  the  Jews  were  abfolute- 
ly  the  moft  powerful  Nation  in  the  World,* 
fince  none  of  the  great  Monarchies  ever  reach¬ 
ed  the  height  of  thofe  Defcriptions  we  find 
given  of  them  in  the  Sacred  Writings ;  where 
they  are  oft  defcribed  to  be  as  numerous  as 
the  Sands  of  the  Sea  and  the  Stars  of  Heaven  % 
for  Multitude .  And  ’tis  from  the  fame  Subli¬ 
mity  of  Expreffion,  that  the feven petty  Nations 
of  the  promifed  Land  are  faid  to  be  more  and 
mightier  than  thefe  very  Ifraelites  ;  and  their 
Cities  impregnable  and  even  fenced  up  to  Hea¬ 
ven  2.  But  to  review  the  Text  itfelf,  whence  you 
draw  this  Inference  :  The  People  of  Ifrael ,  fays 
Pharaoh ,  are  more  and  mightier  than  we :  And 
what’s  the  Confequence  >  Why,  a  Refolution 
to  them  the  more  heavily  for  it ,  and  to 
make  their  Slavery  the  more  rigorous  3.  A 
wonderful  Proof  of  fuperior  Power  and  Might , 
to  fuffer  themfelves  to  be  treated  the  worfe 
for  it  by  the  fewer  and  weaker  ! 

But  to  examine  a  little  the  PofUbility  of 
this  Notion  from  the  very  Account  we  have 
of  it  in  Scripture .  Whilft  Abraham  the  Fa¬ 
ther  of  the  Jews  was  yet  childlefs,  syFgypt  is 

x  Gen.  xxii.  17.  2  Sam.  xvii.  1  j.  Heb.  xi.  12. 
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rcprefented  as  a  formed  and  eftabliflied  Mo” 
narchy  :  For  we  read  of  Pharaoh  its  King > 
with  his  Princes  or  great  Courtiers  around 
him1.  About  two  hundred  Years  after,  at 
Jacob's  Defccnt  into  <^Egypty  when  the  whole 
Pofterity  of  Abraham  reached  only  the  Num¬ 
ber  of  /evenly  Perfons ,  we  have  a  more  par¬ 
ticular  Defcription  of  the  Wealth  and  flou- 
rifhing  Condition  of  that  Kingdom  2.  And 
yet  in  about  two  hundred  Years  more,  you 
fuppofc  the  fmall  Family  of  Jacob  to  be  grown 
fuperior  in  Power  and  Numbers  to  a  King¬ 
dom  founded  fo  many  Ages  before  5  which 
all  this  while  had  held  them  in  Bondage  and 
Slavery,  and  employed  them  in  conftant 
Drudgery  and  hard  Labour. 

Again,  confider  the  Circumftances  of  their 
flight  from  z^Fgypt.  Pharaoh  repenting  of 
the" Leave  he  had  given  them,  purfues  them 
with  fix  hundred  ckofen  Chariots  3 ;  and,  as  Jo - 
Jephus  adds,  with  fifty  thoufand  Hoy  fie ,  and  two 
hundred  thoafand  Foot  4.  Which  yet  could  on¬ 
ly  be  a  fmall  Part  of  the  military  Force  of 
^fiEgypt ;  as  it  mud  have  been  gathered  in 
hafte  and  marched  on  fo  fiiort  a  warning. 
With  this  Force,  according  to  the  fame  Hifi 
torian ,  he  hemmed  them  in  in  fuch  a  man¬ 
ner  between  the  Mountains  and  the  Water, 
that  they  muff  all  have  been  infallibly  cut  off, 

2  Gen.  xii.  15.  2  Gen.xlvi,  &c»  3  ExqcL  xiv,  7. 
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had  not  a  Paffage  been  opened  to  them  of  a 
fudden,  either  miraculoufly  or  accidentally 
thro’  the  Red  Sea.  So  that  taking  the  Ac¬ 
count  from  Scripture  and  the  Jews  themf elves , 
there  cannot  be  any  ground  for  a  Companion 
of  the  T ower  andflourifhing  Condition  of  the 
two  Nations. 


This,  Sir,  is  what  Sir  Ifaac's  Difcoveries  a- 
naount  to  with  regard  to  the  Strength  and 
Greatnefs  of  the  ejEgyptian  Nation  :  Let  us 
next  fee  what  he  has  dernonjlrated  againft  the 
Learning  and  Wifdom,  which  I  fuppofe  them 
to  have  had  in  Mofes’s  time.  Why  he  fays, 
that  the  Invention  of  Letters  was  aferibed  by 
the  (^Egyptians  toThoth,  Secretary  to  King 
0 fir  is ;  who  was  the fame  B  erfon  as  Bacchus, as 

ISefofiris,  as  Sefac  or  Shifac  who plundered  the 
Temple  of  Jerufalemin  the  timeofRehoboam  1 : 
And  confequently  that  they  were  fo  far  from 
having  any  Learning,  that  they  had  not  even 
the  ufe  of  Letters  till  about  Solomon's  Reign. 
But  how  does  he  prove  all  this?  why,  by 
meer  Conjecture  :  OJiris,  Bacchus,  Sefojlris \ 
fays  he,  lived  about  the  fame  time  -,  were  all 
Kings  of  e_/Egypt ;  potent  by  Land  and  Sea ;  all 
great  Conquerors ;  carried  their  Conquefls  as  far 
as  India ;  all  left  B  illars  with  Infcriptions,  fyc. 
and  therefore  all  three  muft  be  the  fame  King , 
and  this  King  canbe  no  other  than  Sefac l.  And 
he  might  as  well  have  faid,  that  they  muft  all 

*  Reply,  p.  43.  Newt.  C.hrQn,  p,  21  q, 
ibid- p,  193, 
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be  the  fame  with  Alexander  the  Great,  fince 
much  the  fame  A&ions  are  attributed  alfo  to 
him. 

I  {hall  not  trouble  myfelf  with  examining 
this  Conjecture  any  further,  than  as  it  con¬ 
cerns  the  Faff  I  am  engaged  to  fupport,  that 
the  /Egyptians  had  Arts  and  Learning  amongft 
them  before  the  time  of Sefac  or  Rehobo  am.  And 
how  is  it  poffible  to  imagine  that  fo  great  a 
Kingdom  as  <^AFgypt,  which,  as  we  learn  from 
Scripture,  had  flourifhed  for  about  a  thoufand 
Years  from  the  time  of  Abraham  to  Shifac , 
fhould  thro'  all  that  Period  want  not  only  the 
ufe  of  Letters ,  but  almoft  all  the  other  Arts 
and  Inventions  ufeful  to  Life ;  wfailfi:  the  peU 
ty  State  of  the  Jews  bordering  fo  clofely  upon 
them,  had  all  this  while  the  familiar  ufe  of 
them  all  ?  OJiris  according  to  the  Ancients, 
and  his  Wife^>,  invented  the  Culture  of  the 
Vine  ;  Thyfick  $  Sowing  andTloughing,  &cr. 
Now,  if  Sir  Ifaacs  Conjecture  be  true,  they 
mud  have  lived  without  Medicine,  Corn  or 
Wine  till  the  time  of  Shifac  or  Solomon,  whilff 
yet  we  know  certainly  from  Scripture  that 
they  had  Thyfi dans  and  Flenty  of  Corn,  near 
feven  hundred  Years  before  in  Jofeph’s  time  \ 

In  the  Book  of  Job ,  which  is  fuppofed  by 
many  to  be  older  than  Mofes  himfelf,  the  ufe  - 
of  Letters  and  Writing  is  reprefented  as  a 

. 
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thing  of  long  and  ancient  ftanding  *.  And 
the  Israelites  themfelves  at  their  coming  out 
of  oSSgypt,  were  not  only  acquainted  with 
Lettersy  but  all  the  common  Arts  and  Sciences 
ufeful  to  Life ;  which  are  not  yet  fpoken  of 
as  new  or  lately  invented,  but  referred  to  as 
things  vulgar  and  of  old  familiar  to  them. 
MqfeSy  we  know,  wrote  down  the  Words  of  the 
Lord 2 ;  and  JoJhua  wrote  the  Covenant  he  made 
with  the  ‘People  in  the  Book  of  the  Law  3 ;  But 
they  had  wrirten  to  little  purpofe,  had  not 
writing  been  known  before,  and  in  common  ufe 
with  the  People  ;  who  were  in  Pofleflion  like- 
wife  of  all  the  other  ArtSy  as  Buildingy  Statu¬ 
ary  y  Sculpturey  cutting  and  fetting  of  precious 
Stones y  working  in  all  forts  of  Metals ,  Embroi¬ 
dery  y  Needlework  4.  Now,  where  can  we  ima¬ 
gine  them  to  have  learnt  thefe  Arts  ?  In  fight¬ 
ing  their  way  thro*  an  Enemy’s  Country  ;  or 
in  the  Wildernefs  >  That’s  impoffible  :  Or 
was  Mofes  the  Inventor  of  them  ?  That’s  as 
impoffible  as  the  other1)  :  For  in  the  Hurry 
and  unfettled  State  they  were  in,  they  had 
neither  Ability  nor  Leifure  to  invent  or  learn 
any  thing :  Nor  is  it  credible  that  the  Scripture, 
which  fo  carefully  relates  every  other  great 
Adion  of  Mofes y  could  have  been  filent  on 
fuch  an  occafion,  and  omitted  to  give  him 

1  job  xix.  23.  viii.  8.  2  Exod.  xxiv.  4,  3  Jofli.  xxiv.  26. 
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the  Glory  of  Inventions  foufeful  and  neceflary 
to  the  Life  of  Man.  So  that  ’tis  as  evident 
and  certain,  as  both  Reafon  and  Hiftory  can 
make  it,  that  Mofes  and  the  Children  oflfrael 
came  furnifhed  and  provided  out  of  fyEgypt 
not  only  with  Letters  and  the  ufe  of  Writing, 
but  all  the  other  Arts  and  Sciences. 

Befides,  it  was  conftantly  objeded  to  the 
Jews  by  their  Enemies  ;  that  they  were  of 
all  Barbarians  the  mofi  rude  and  illiterate ,  and 
the  only  People  in  the  World  who  had  never  con¬ 
tributed  any  fhareto  the  common  Benefit  of  Man¬ 
kind,  by  the  Invention  of  any  thing  new  or  ufe- 
ful  to  Life  1  :  This  was  their  Charader  in 
the  World  :  And  Jofephus  is  fo  far  from  confu¬ 
ting  it,  that  he  owns  the  Charge ;  and  excufes  it 
from  the  Nature  and  Policy  of  their  Govern¬ 
ment,  which  obliged  them  to  fuch  an  immu¬ 
table  and  inviolable  obfervance  of  their  Laws , 
that  they  were  retrained  and  crampt  from 
attempting  and  (hiking  out  any  thing  wew  2. 
But  if  Jofephus  had  dreamt  of  what  Sir  Ifaac , 
you  fay,  has  now  difcovered ,  how  readily  could 
he  have  anfwered,  that  the  Charge  was  fo 
far  from  being  true,  that  he  could  demonftrate 
the  Jews  to  be  the  very  Authors  and  Inventors 
not  only  of  Letters  and  Writing,  but  of  all 

1  ’ AQvzsotTxt,  sivcti  ran  fittyPuyw  ;  kou  toZto  fju^zv  tiv  fiioy 
SVffJfAtiC  c-^/3g/3A?o^  fJt/OVUi Joi.  con.  Ap.  1.  2.  c.  14. 

2  O 6 tv  Aj  KOtl  TO  7Tgri(pipO[A2VOV  VIMV  'v&O  TIVNV  zfutyfAVi,  TV  frpj  [Ml 

KMivcov  swims,  &c.  Jof.  ibid.  c.  20. 
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other  Arts  and  Sciences  in  the  World ;  and  to 
have  had  the  aftual  Ufe  and  Poffeffion  of 
!  them  f°r  at  lead  five  hundred  Years  before 
they  were  known  in  o 'Egypt :  Which  tho' 
contrary  to  Scripture  and  the  Tedimony  of 
1  all  Hiftory,  is  yet  the  neceflary  Confequence 
of  what  you  call  Sir  Ifaac’s  Demonftrations. 

Thus,  in  (lead  of  expofing  the  Falfhood  of 
mJ  Hijlorica,  FctEis^  as  you  had  undertaken  in 
your  Title  Page,  you  have  expofed  nothing 
at  lad  but  your  own  Ignorance  both  of  Sa¬ 
cred  and  Profane  Antiquity. ;  for  to  thofe  who 
have  any  Acquaintance  with  either,  ’tis  im- 
podible  to  place  the  Origin  of  Letters  and 
Arts  in  e^/Egypt,  fo  low  as  Solomon’s  time. 

But  you  infult  me  dill  further  with  Sir 
Ifaac’s  Difcoveries,  and  charge  me  with  two 
Midakes  more,  made  in  open  Defiance  of 
them  :  Fird,  for  affirming  the  Golden  Calf 
made  ay  Aaron  to  be  nothing  elfe  but  the  lyEgyp- 
tian  God  Apis.  Whereas  Sir  Ifaac,  you  lay, 
has  proved,  that  Apis  was  no  other  Perfon  than 
Sefoftris  or  Shifac,  who  reigned  in  the  Days  of 
Solomon  \  ’Tis  drange,  that  I  mud  not  be 
thought  Orthodox  here,  where  I  have  the 
Concurrence  of  all  the  bed  Writers  both  An¬ 
cient  and  Modern  to  fupport  my  Opinion  \ 

1  Reply,  p  4.6.  1  Hanc  opinionem  adftruit  Philo  Tar- 

Bodimus°& AmflnUm:  Laa?ntiU5’  Hieronymus,  Kircherus, 

IPtcTdf4  Heb.t :°  qu,bus  acccdit 
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Rhdo  tells  us,  that  they  turned  the  Abfence  of 
Mofes  to  an  Occafion  o  f  Impiety ,  and  forgetful 
of  the  true  God ,  fet  themfelves  to  copy  the  filly 
Fictions  of  e^yEgypt,  and  having  made  a  Golden 
Calf  after  the  \ Pattern  of  an  Animal  efleemed 
the  mofl  facred  in  that  Country ,  they  offered  im - 
pious  Sacrifices,  accompanied  with  abominable 
dancing  and  finging T.  Which,  as  all  Men  of 
Learning  obferve,  are  the  very  Inftances  of 
the  Worfliip  paid  to  the  God  Apis .  2  Monfieur 
Rollin ,  in  his  fliort  HiPcory  of  the  Ancient 
^Egyptians ,  fays,  that  the  Golden  Calf  fet  up 
by  the  Ifraehtes ,  was  the  effeli  of  their  Abode 
in  c_yEgypt,  and  an  Imitation  of  their  God 
Apis ,  as  well  as  thofe  which  were  afterwards 
fet  up  by  Jeroboam .  3  And  a  Proteftant  Au¬ 
thor  quoted  above,  who  never  allows  any  thing 
that  an  orthodox  Man  can  poffibly  deny,  yet 
owns,  that  it  was  in  Imitation  of  the  ejEgyp - 
tian  Apis ,  that  the  Golden  Calf  was  made  in 
the  Wildernefs  4. 

But  fhouldwe  admit,  you  fay,  that  thec/©- 
gyptian  Apis  was  worfhipped  as  early ,  as  I  re- 
prefent  it,  yet  there  are  no  grounds  from  Scrip - 

1  Philo  de  Vita  Mof.  p.  677.  2  Probatione  id  non 

indiget ;  cum  &  ritus  in  conflando  vitulo  adhibiti,  tripudia, 
convivia  chori,  &c.  id  fatis  luperque  demonftrent  —  Kircher. 
Oedip.  dSgyp.  T.  1.  p.  300.  It.  Spenc.  ib.  *  See  An- 

tient  Hift.  of  the  ^gyp.  done  into  Engl.  p.  42.  4  Itaque 

credibile  eft  jam  antiquitus  tempore  Ifraelitarum  fuifle  Idolum, 
cujus  imitamine  vitulum  in  deferto  fecerunt  —  Leidek.  de 
Rep.  Hebr.  p.  1 50. 
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ture  Story  to  conclude ,  that  the  Golden  Calf  in  the 
IVtldernefs  had  any  Reference  to  that  JVorfhip : 
Or  that  the  God  or  Gods  which  the  Jews  in¬ 
tended  to  worfhip  under  that  Image ,  were  any 
^/Egyptian  Gods1.  Now  this  (hews  the  little 
Acquaintance  you  have  with  Scripture,  as  well 
as  the  little  Attention  you  pay  to  Reafon  and 
the  Senfe  of  Things  :  The  Ifraelites  had  no 
fooner  got  clear  of  the  O ^Egyptians,  than  they 
fell  to  the  making  and  worfhipping  of  Idols : 
The  Queftion  is,  what  fort  of  Idols  it  was,  that 
they  were  fo  fond  of  worfhipping  :  And  does 
not  Senfe  and  Reafon,  and  even  Neceflity  teach 
us,  that  they  could  be  no  other,  than  what 
they  had  been  fo  long  acquainted  with,  and 
worfhipping  for  about  two  hundred  Years  be¬ 
fore  ?  For  the  learned  Spencer  has  (hewn,  that 
during  their  Abode  in  <C/£gypt ,  they  complied 
with  all  the  Cufioms  and  Idolatry  of  the  Coun¬ 
try  \  But  there* s  no  ground ,  you  fay,  from 
Scripture  Story  to  make  this  Conclufion:  This 
is  (till  (hanger,  that  one  who  undertakes  to 
defend  Scripture  with  fuch  Gravity,  fhould 
betray  fo  great  an  Ignorance  of  Scripture  Sto¬ 
ry  :  For  nothing  is  more  clear  and  certain  or 
more  frequently  inculcated  in  Scripture  Story , 
than  that  the  Idolatry ,  by  which  they  fo  oft 
provoked  God  to  punifli  them,  and  their  Lea¬ 
ders  and  Prophets  to  reproach  them,  was 

*  Reply,  p.  47.  * De  Leg.  Hebr.  1.  1 .  p.  20. 
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fuch  as  their  Fathers  had  learnt  and  praCtifed 
in  eyEgypt.  To  give  an  Inftance  or  two  out 
of  many. 

JoJhua ,  a  little  before  his  Death,  very  pa¬ 
thetically  exhorts  them,  to  put  away  the  Gods , 
which  their  Fathers  ferved  on  the  other  Jide  of 
the  Flood  and  in  <iyEgypt 1 .  And  when  they 
were  in  Pofifeffion  of  the  promifed  Land,  the 
fame  Inclination  to  the  Idols  of  e^yEgypt  Bill 
continued,  as  we  find  by  the  Reproofs  of  all 
the  Frophets,  on  this  very  Account.  Then 
[aid  I  unto  them ,  cafi  ye  away  every  Man  the 
Abominations  of  his  Eyes ,  and  defile  not  your 
[elves  with  the  Idols  of  csEgypt.  But  they 

rebelled  againft  me - neither  did  they  for  fake 

the  Idols  of  cjEgypt  All  which  is  confirmed 
again  by  the  Teftimony  of  St.  Stephen ,  if  that 
have  any  weight  with  you,  who  mentions  this 
very  Cafe  of  the  Golden  Calf  as  an  Example 
and  Proof  of  their  turning  ba'ck  again  in  their 
Hearts  into  c^Egypt  3. 

The  fecond Miftake  you  urge  me  with  on  this 
Head,  is  for  averting  Kircher  to  have  /hewn, 
that  Hieroglyphicks  or  the  [acred  Characters  of 
dsEgypt  were  invented  and  ufed  before  Mofes’s 
Time.  But  Sir  Ifaac,  you  fay,  has  fhewn  the 
contrary ;  that  Thoth ,  the  reputed  Inventor  of 
thofe  Hieroglyphicks  was  Contemporary  with 

«  Jofft.  xxiv.  14.  2  Ezek.  xix.  7,  8.  3  Awl.  vii.39. 
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Sefoftris  or  Shifac,  who  plundered  the  Temple  of 
Jerufalem  in  the  Reign  of  Rehoboam:  Ana  that 
Mofes  therefore  could  not  borrow ,  as  I  intimate, 
the  Hieroglyphick  of  the  Serpent  from  the 
zy, Egyptians1 .  And  here  the  Reader  will 
obferve  another  remarkable  In  (lance  of  what  I 
have  more  than  once  mentioned,  viz.  yourrafli 
and  partial  way  of  forming  your  Notions  from 
Scraps  and  fepar ate  Quotations ,  without  confi- 
dering  with  any  Care  the  very  Authors  you 
mod  admire.  For  tho'  Sir  Ifaac  aflerts  Thoth , 
who  lived  according  to  his  Account  in  the  time 
of  Solomon ,  to  have  been  the  Inventor  of  com¬ 
mon  Letters  and  Writing %  yet  he  is  fo  far 
from  afcribingco  him  the  Invention  of  Hiero- 
glyphicks ,  that  he  declares  in  exprefs  terms, 
that  the  Hieroglyphical  way  of  writing  feems  to 
have  fpread  into  lower  ef/Egypt  before  the 
T)ays  of  Mofes ,  and  that  fome  Reference  is 
made  to  it  in  the  fecond  Commandment ,  which 
prohibits  the  worshipping  of  God  tinder  the 
Shape  of  Birds,  Beafls  and  Fifties  3. 

I  (hall  conclude  this  Article  with  a  Paffage 
from  Dr.  Spencer ,  who  has  examined  this 
Queftion  with  more  Diligence,  and  treated 
it  with  more  Learning  and  Judgment  than 
any  Man.  The  myflical  way  of  Writing  in 
ufe  with  the  <y Egyptians ,  bears  much  Refem- 
blance ,  fays  he,  to  that  of  the  Hebrews .  This 

s  Reply,  p,  48.  z  Newt.  Chron.  p.  210.  3  Ibid. p.225. 
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he  confirms  by  the  Authority  of  Francifcus 
Valeflus ,  and  Clemens  of  Alexandria^  and  then 
fubjoins  the  following  Remark.  Whence  comes 
it  then ,  that  this  cy. Enigmatical  Stilt  of  the 
c_y Egyptians  and  the  Hebrews  is  found  fo  exact¬ 
ly  alike ;  but  that  God  had  fo  contrived  his  Law 
and  its  (acred  Rites ,  that  they  might  fuit ,  as 
far  as  was  poffible ,  the  Tafle  and  Ufage  of  that 
Age  ?  For  no  Man  who  has  any  good  Judgment 
can  think. ,  that  the  Egyptians  were  in  this 
Cafe  the  Difciples  and  Followers  of  the  Jews ; 
fince  *tis  allowed  on  all  hands ,  that  the  Hiero¬ 
glyphic  al  Literature  was  ancienter  than  Mo(es> 
ana  that  the  zyEgyptians  long  before  his  Time 
ufed  to  cover  their  facred S 'Doctrines  under  the 
Veil  of  Symbols  and  Myftical  Figures  \ 

And  thus.  Sir,  after  all  Sir  Ifaac's  Demon - 
ftrations ,  and  your  Defcant  upon  them,  I  (hall 
once  more  venture  to  affirm  that  <e_yFgypt  was 
inMofes's  Time  a  great  and  flour ifhing  King¬ 
dom ,  a  learned  and  polite  Nation. 

The  laft  Hiflorical  Fatt>  you  take  notice  of, 
advanced ,  as  you  fay  %  agamfl  the  Truth ,  is 
the  Confufion  of  Languages  at  Babel .  But  how 
is  this  a  Fad  of  my  advancing  ?  I  have  indeed 
made  an  Obfervation  or  two  on  the  common 
way  of  explaining  it  5  and  'tis  this  you  conteft 
with  me,  contrary  to  your  own  Declaration  . 


1  De  Legib.  Heb.  L.  i.  c.  15.  p.  21 1,  212.  1  Rep.  p.  51. 
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not  the  Fact  itfelf,  but  my  Reafoning  about  k* 
Which  fliews,  as  I’ve  already  hinted,  the  loW 
Shifts  you  are  put  to,  to  blow  up  the  Envy 
and  Clamour  you  would  raife  againft  me. 

And  here  I  muft  again  put  the  Reader  in 
mind,  that  I  am  far  from  forming,  as  you  call 
it,  any  peremptory  Judgment  againft  the  Mofaic 
Story  of  Babel1.  All  that  I  attempted  in  my 
Letter ,  was  to  fbew  the  Raflmefs  and  Impru¬ 
dence  of  Dr.  Water  lands  way  of  defending  it, 
in  denying  all  manner  of  probability  or  colour 
of  Reafon  to  any  Objections  that  could  be 
made  to  it:  And  as  I  have  proved  againft  the 
Doffior  and  yourfelf,  that  the  difperfion  of  Man¬ 
kind  peopling  of  the  World ,  muft  ofcourfe 
be  the  certain  and  neceflary  effed  of  an  encrea - 
fing  Multitude ,  flowing  from  the  Reafon  and 
Nature  of  Things,  excluflve  of  any  Miracle  or 
the  extraordinary  Inter pofition  of  God?  fo  what 
I  pretend  to  (hew  now,  is,  that  the  Variety  of 
Languages  may  with  fome  colour  of  Reafon  and 
\ 'Probability  be  accounted  for  too  in  the  fame 
way,  as  the  natural  and  neceflary  Confequence 
of  fuch  Difperflon. 

Let’s  confider  Mankind  in  its  infant  State, 
as  yet  but  one  Family,  thoJ  daily  growing  and 
encreafing  fo  faft,  as  to  be  forced  in  Proportion 
to  that  Encreafe  to  break  off  and  feparate 
from  each  other  into  fevcral  Parties  or  Colo- 


1  Rep,  p.  52, 
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nies  in  queft  of  frefh  Quarters  and  Provifions. 
That  this  mu  ft  needs  be  the  cafe  of  fuch  a 
Multitude  has  already  been  {hewn  from  the 
Nature  of  Things  $  and  'twas  from  the  fame 
Neceflicy  of  Nature,  that  the  Nations  of  the 
Earih  were  divided  or  peopled ,  as  the  Scrip¬ 
ture  fays,  by  the  Sons  of  Noah  J . 

Now  as  this  Difperfion  muft  have  hap¬ 
pened,  whilft  Mankind  was  yet  rude  and  bar¬ 
barous,  unacquainted  with  Arts  and  Sciences, 
and  even  the  common  Inventions  and  Con- 
veniencies  of  Life;  fo  the  Production  of  fuch 
Arts,  the  Improvement  of  Knowledge  and 
Science,  and  the  new  Demands  of  Life  daily 
arifing  muft  neceftarily  produce  a  new  Lan¬ 
guage  in  each  (ingle  Nation  or  feparace  Peo¬ 
ple,  unknown  in  a  great  meafure  to  the  reft 
of  their  Fellow  Creatures.  For  as  Names 
are  generally  but  arbitrary  Signs,  not  drawn 
from  the  Nature  or  Qualities  o5  the  Things 
themfelves,  but  formed  by  Fancy  or  Acci¬ 
dent  and  confirmed  by  Ufe  5  fo  every  thing 
new  muft  neceftarily  create  not  only  a  new 
Name,  but  a  different  one  too  from  what  the 
fame  thing,  when  invented,  would  obtain  iu  a 
different  People. 

And  thus  a  Difference  of  Languages  being 
once  eftablifhed,  the  Mixture  and  Compofition 
of  feveral  of  them  together,  which  follows 
of  courfe  from  Conquefts  and  the  familiar 

1  Gen.  x.  32. 

4  Inter- 


[  9l  ] 

Intercourfe  of  different  Nations,  is  another 
inexhauftible  Source  and  Caufe  of  multiply¬ 
ing  that  fame  Variety  ;  juft  as  the  various 
changing  and  mixing  the  different  Sounds  of 
Bells  produce  an  infinite  Variation  and  Diftinc- 
tion  of  their  Mufick. 

This  {hort  Hint  of  the  Origin  of  Languages 
may  fuffice  to  (hew  the  Folly  of  your  affert- 
ing  it  to  be  impojfihle ,  that  there  could  have 
been  fuch  a  Variety  of  them  in  the  Worlds  an- 
left  from  fome  fuch  Confufion  as  happened  at 
Babel l.  The  Reafon  you  alledge  for  that  Jm- 
poffibility  is  trifling,  without  any  Foundation  in 
Fa£t  or  Truth :  For  you  fay,  that  if  no  fuch  Mi¬ 
racle  had  happened,  the  things  which  are  of 
moft  common  ufe  in  Life ,  and  which  all  Men  are 
every  TO  ay  fpeaking  of  could  never  have  come  in 
different  Languages  to  be  expreffed  by  Words , 
which  have  not  the  leaf  Affinity  with  one  ano¬ 
ther .  But  do  not  we  fee  the  fame  thing  to 
have  actually  happened  in  all  the  modern  Lan¬ 
guages  of  the  World,  that  are  as  it  were  but  of 
Yefter day's  rife  and  {landing  5  that  by  mixing 
and  blending  the  Sounds  of  concurring  Nations 
new  Names  have  been  formed  for  the  moft  ne~ 
cefjary  Things  of  Life ,  as  well  as  the  moil  ob¬ 
vious  Parts  of  the  Body  ? 

One  Part  of  Italy  anciently  called  the  Mouth 5 
Stoma ;  the  other  Part,  Os  :  now  all  call  it 
Bocca\  in  French  Bouche . 

1  Reply,  p.  52, 
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One  Part  called  the  Eye ,  Ophthalmus  ;  the 
other  Oculus  :  all  now  call  it  Occhio  5  in 
French  OeiL 

One  Part  called  the  Ear ,  Ouar ;  the  other 
Anris :  all  now  Orecchio  j  in  French  Oreille , 
&c. 

Now  the  grand  QuefHon  you  ask  is.  What 
M?#  to  create  new  Words,  where 
they  had  old  ones  before ,  efpecially  in  things  oj 
common  life ,  ^0/e  Names  were  every  "Day  in 
every  Mans  Mouth  ?  The  Anfwer  is  very  eafy : 
It  was  the  natural  and  neceffary  Mutability 
of  all  human  Things,  that  forced  them  by  de¬ 
grees  to  change  their  old  Words  for  the  more 
prevailing  Sounds  of  fuch  People,  as  had  then 
got  the  Superiority  or  principal  Rule  in  the 
Country  ;  an  E  fifed  that  will  always  follow  the 
fame  Caufe :  And  fliould  Italy  or  France  be 
again  conquered  by  Barbarians ,  Tartars , 
Turks ,  6rc.  a  new  Language  would  neceflarily 
arife  from  fuch  an  Event ;  and  new  Names  for 
the  moil  common  Things  of  Life,  neither  Bar¬ 
barian  nor  Italian ,  but  a  Jumble  and  Mixture 
of  both. 


And  thus.  Sir,  I  have  gone  thro' all  your  Ca¬ 
vils  to  my  Letter ,  without  finding  the  leaft  Proof 
or  Overt-ad  of  the  Infidelity  you  charge  me 
with,  befides  my  daring  to  differ  from  Dr. 
Waterland  and  yourfelf  about  the  Mode  of 
explaining  fome  CircumftanGes  of  the  Mofaic 

Hiftory, 
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Hiftory .  One  great  Part  of  the  Letter  you 
make  fo  free  with  is  employed  in  Defence  of 
the  Chriftian  Religion  againft  Infidelity  ;  on 
fuch  a  Plan  as  I  then  thought  and  ftill  think 
the  moft  effe&ual  to  confute  the  Author  I  had 
to  do  with,  and  expofe  the  Vanity  of  thofe  Prin¬ 
ciples  by  which  he  hopes  to  overturn  Chrifti- 
anity  :  And  as  our  Saviour  himfelf \  when 
charged  abfurdly  with  the  cafting  out  of  Devils 
by  the  Power  of  the  Devil ,  fhews  the  Folly  of 
that  Calumny  by  one  plain  Obfervation,  that 
a  Houfe  divided  againfi  it  felf  cannot  ft  and  $  fo 
*tis  filly  and  abfurd  to  imagine,  that  I  fhould 
take  fuch  Pains  to  deftroy  the  Credit  of  a 
Writer,  who  deferves  fo  well  of  Infidels ,  had 
I  been  of  the  Number  myfelf,  or  inclined  to 
lift  into  that  Service.  But  I  am  fo  far  from 
favouring  Infidelity ,  that  I  (hould  be  heartily 
glad  to  fee  an  Anfwer  to  Chriftianity  as  Old , 
&c.  on  a  better  Plan  and  Foundation  than 
what  I  have  propofed :  But  as  I  am  very  cer¬ 
tain,  that  this  has  not  yet  been  done  by  Dr. 
Waterland ;  fo  I  am  as  fure,  by  the  Specimen 
you  have  given  us,  that  it  can  never  be  done 
by  yourfelf. 

As  I  am  a  Stranger  to  your  Name  and  Cha- 
rafter,  and  have  no  other  Light  to  form  a 
Judgment  of  you  by,  but  the  Merit  of  the 
Piece  I  have  been  examining ;  fo  your  inju¬ 
rious  and  infolent  manner  of  treating  me 
in  that  Piece.,  as  an  Infidel  and  an  Enemy  to 

Ohrijlianity ; 
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SIR, 

T  laft,  after  the  Space  of  near 
twelve  Months,  the  Defence  of  your 
Letter  to  Dr.  IVaterland  has  ap¬ 
pear’d  in  Print:  But  I  make  no 
Exceptions  to  the  length  of  Time 
which  you  took,  fince  I  mud  own,  that  a 
much  longer  Time  would  have  paft  before 
I  could  have  prevailed  with  my  felf  to  pub¬ 
lish  fuch  a  Defence. 

T  he  Reply,  which  I  formerly  made  to  your 
Letter,  charged  it  with  containing  many  Falfe- 
hoods  both  in  the  Quotations  and  Hift or i cal  Faffs , 
by  which  you  endeavoured  to  weaken  the  Authority 
of  Mofes.  To  prove  this  Charge  I  produced 
fifteen  Quotations  and  two  Hiflorical  Fa&s  as 
falfely  reported  by  you:  To  each  of  thefe  you 
have  anfwered  diftin&ly,  denying  the  Accufa- 
tion  to  be  well  grounded  in  any  Inftance,  ex¬ 
cept  one,  to  which  you  have  pleaded  Guilty. 
But  I  infift,  Sir,  upon  it,  that  there  is  nothing 
rafhly  advanced  againft  you  in  my  Replv  to 
your  Letter  5  and  if  in  the  following  Sheets  I 
do  not  clearly  fhew,  that,  notwithllanding  all 
A  z  the 
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the  Skill  of  your  Defence,  every  fingle  Inftance 
of  Falfehood  charged  upon  you  is  matje  good } 
if  I  do  not  {hew  that  the  new  Quotations, 
which  you  have  produced  in  the  courfe  of 
your  Defence,  are  commonly  of  the  fame  Stamp 
with  the  former}  if  I  do  not  (hew  that  you 
generally  mifreprefent  the  very  Words  of 
my  Reply ,  and  then  form  an  Anfwer  to  what 
I  never  faid  or  intended,  I  am  content  to  pafs 
for  as  low  a  Creature  in  Learning  and  Reafon- 
ing,  as  you  (in  Aid  of  your  Arguments)  have 
all  along  endeavoured  to  reprefent  me. 

Whether  the  Caufe,  which  you  alledge  for 
your  ufing  me  with  fuch  Severity  of  Expref- 
fion,  be  a  well-grounded  one,  I  muft  leave 
to  the  Reader}  all  that  I  {hall  fay  upon  the 
matter  is,  that  you  have  miftalcen  my  Mean¬ 
ing  Here  as  elfewhere,  and  have  a&ed  in  Re- 
fentment  of  only  a  fancied  Injury :  But  I  intend 
to  make  no  Return,  except  of  Reafonand  Ar¬ 
gument}  having  feen  too  plain  Proof  in  You, 
that  Men  writing  in  the  extreme  Heat  of 
Anper,  like  Men  working  in  the  extreme  Heat 
of  die  Sun,  fpend  themfelves  rather  than  dif- 
patch  Bufinefs. 

What  I  had  chiefly  in  view  when  I  wrote 
my  Reply,  was  the  vindicating  the  Authority 
of  Mo fes  ■,  and  it  is  a  Point  of  fuch  Importance 
to  Chriftianity  that  it  willexcufe  my  troubling 
the  World  with  another  Reply:  It  feemed 
to  me  to  be  attack’d  in  your  Letter,  and  I 
have  more  Reafon  from  reading  your  Defence 
to  think  that  my  Opinion  was  well  grounded. 
In  my  firft  Reply  I  chiefly  endeavoured  to 
{hew,  that  many  of  the  Quotations  and  Faces, 
which  you  had  alledged  for  that  purpofe,  were 
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fo  far  from  proving  your  Point,  fo  far  from 
being  fairly  argued  from,  that  they  were  not 
fo  much  as  fairly  reprefented.  This  was  my 
Bufinefs  then  5  but  fince  your  Defence  goes 
farther,  and  explains  your  Sentiments  upon 
fome  Points  of  Importance  more  fully,  I  am 
willing  to  examine  at  large  what  you  offer 
upon  thefe  two  Queftions,  Whether  Mofes’j 
Account  of  the  Creation  and  Fall  of  Man  is  to 
he  underftood  literally  or  not  >  and  Whether  the  Reli¬ 
gion  and  Laws ,  which  he  delivered  to  the  Jews, 
had  a  Divine  Origin  and  Auhority .  This,  Sir, 
will  be  the  main  Bufinefs  of  the  following 
Sheets but  I  think  it  necefiary  firll  to  make 
good  the  Charge  which  I  brought  againft  you 
for  falfe  Quotations,  and  let  the  Reader  be 
better  acquainted  with  you,  before  he  hears  you 
farther  quoting  and  reafoning  on  thofe  impor¬ 
tant  Points  of  inquiry. 

The  general  Method,  which  you  have  taken 
with  my  Objeftions  in  your  Defence,  is  very 
extraordinary :  One  while  you  reprefent  me  as 
tranflating  the  PafTages  in  Difpute  too  verbally, 
whereas  your  Happinefs  is  to  catch  the  true  Sen¬ 
timents  of  the  Author.  And  this  Charge  I  am 
content  to  acknowledge  very  readily :  The  very 
fame  Words,  which  you  bring  as  a  Proof  of 
what  you  afiert,  I  examine  and  {hew  to  be  no 
Proof :  Is  it  any  proper  Anfwer  after  that  to 
tell  me,  that  you  do  not  {land  upon  Gramma¬ 
tical  Niceties,  but  exprefs  the  Senfe  and 
Spirit  of  the  Author  ?  Is  not  this,  to  change 
the  fixed  and  vifible  Mark  for  a  wide 
and  uncertain  one,  where  the  Reader’s  Eye 
may  eafily  lofe  it  felf?  At  other  times, 
when  you  are  charged  with  falfe  Quotations, 
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you  raife  a  mighty  Outcry  againft  Prejudices 
and  Syfiems ,  againft  ft  iff  and  dogmatical  Di - 
V  vines 9  and  reprefent  me  as  one  that  would 
hinder  all  free  Inquiries  after  Truth  j  a  Com¬ 
plaint  which  you  have  juft  as  much  Right 
to  make,  as  the  Man,  who  is  taken  up  for  pay¬ 
ing  away  counterfeit  Money,  has  to  complain 
that  fuch  Ufage  tends  to  difturb  the  Freedom 
of  Trade  and  Commerce. 

Byway  of  Prelude  to  the  Vindication  of  your 
Quotations,  (a)  you  make  three  flight  Objec¬ 
tions  to  as  many  Particulars  in  the  Introdu&ion 
to  my  Reply.  They  are  fo  flight,  that  I  am 
content  to  let  the  firft  and  the  third  of  them 
pafs  without  Anfwer,  tho9  you  take  Occafion 
from  thence  to  charge  me  with  Infincerity : 
To  the  fecond,  which  feems  moft  material,  I 
would  offer  a  few  Words  that  the  Reader  may 
fee  how  you  fet  out,  and  what  a  Defence  he 
is  likely  to  expedt  from  you.  I  had  faid  that 
in  your  Letter  you  had  hardly  made  one  Original 
Quotation  of  an  Author  in  his  true  Senfe ,  &c. 
to  this  you  reply,  that  out  of  about  eighty  Quo-  ' 
tat  ions  I  pretend  to  criticize  but  fifteen.  Is  not 
this,  Sir,  juft  in  the  Spirit  of  your  Letter?  Is1 
not  this  Mifreprefentation  again?  Don’t  I 
plainly  fpeak  of  Original  Quotations,  and] 
don’t  you  fpeak  of  Quotations  in  general? 
There  may  be  eighty  of  that  Sort  in  yourftiort 
Letter :  I  fo  little  liked  what  I  had  examined, 
that  I  had  no  great  Defire  to  look  into  more 
of  them.  But  the  Truth  is  (as  my  Title  Page^ 
fet  forth)  that  I  meant  to  difpute  with  you  no^ 
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Quotations,  but  fuch  as  tended  to  weaken  the 
Authority  of  Mofes  5  and  even  of  thofe,  I  con¬ 
cern’d  my  felf  with  none  but  fuch  as  were  Ori- 
ginal  ones:  What  you  took  at  fecond  hand 
from  other  Authors  I  never  meant  to  charge 
you  with  :  If  they  are  falfe,  I  knew  that  thofeAu- 
thors  were  chiefly  anfwerable  for  the  Falfehood 
of  them.  DeduCt  from  the  Number  of  eighty 
fuch  as  are  not  Original  Quotations,  with  fuch 
as  no  ways  afteft  the  Authority  of  Mofes ,  and  I 
will  undertake  ftill  to  prove  that  in  your  Letter 
you  have  hardly  made  one  Original  Quotation  of 
cm  Author  in  his  true  Senfe. 

But  I  come  to  the  Particulars  of  my  Charge, 
and  your  Defence  of  them. 

I.  II. 

I  had  objected  to  you  that  in  quoting  two 
Paflages  out  of  Cicero  de  Nat  .Deor.  1.  3.  c.  31, 38. 
you  had  falfely  urged  them  as  containing  Cicero's 
Sentiment,  flnce  the  Speaker  there  is  Cotta,  and 
Ciceroy  who  was  prefentat  the  Deputation  con¬ 
cludes  at  breaking  it  up,  that  the  Argument, 
which  Balbus  held  againft  Cotta ,  feemed  to  him 
the  more  probable  of  the  two  5  and  even  Cotta  h 
himfelf,  after  all,  confefles  that  what  he  had  faid 
was  not  his  real  Opinion  but  for  Argument's  fake , 
and  that  he  certainly  knew  that  Balbus  could  con¬ 
fute  him.  This  was  the  Sub  fiance  of  my  Ob¬ 
jection  to  your  two  Quotations  $  and  now,  what 
is  it  that  you  fay  in  your  Defence  ?  Why  [a) 
firfl  you  tell  us  that  Cicero  being  an  Academic 
as  well  as  Cotta ,  if  there  be  any  thing  in  that 
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whole  Dialogue  which  can  be  called  Cicero’s  own 
more  peculiarly  and  properly  than  the  reft ,  it  is  the 
very  Part  and  Character  affign'd  to  Cotta.  But 
unde  petit um  hoc  in  me  jacis?  Is  not  this  Weapon 
borrowed  from  the  Author  of  the  Difcourfe  on 
Free-thinking ,  who  formerly  received  fuch  In- 
ftru&ion  and  Chaftifement  on  this  very  Arti¬ 
cle  from  Phileleutherus  Lipfienfis ,  that  I  never 
expedted  to  meet  any  one  for  the  future  fo 
venturefome  as  to  aflert  that  Cicero1  s  true  Senti¬ 
ments  are  to  be  found  under  the  Chara&er  of 
his  Academic  Speakers.  You  allow  me  to  be 
but  little  acquainted  with  Cicero’*  Dialogues ,  I 
choofe  therefore  to  refer  you  for  farther 
Information  in  this  Point  to  that  learned 
Writer,  Part  II.  p.  78.  Cicero's  true  Senti¬ 
ments  are  to  be  found  in  his  Offices ,  in  his 
Tufculan  Deputations  and  other  Pieces  of  his, 
where  he  dogmatizes  and  delivers  his  Opinions 
of  things  j  but  not  in  his  Dialogues^  unlefs  (as  in 
the  Cafe  before  us)  when,  the  Difpute  being 
ended,  he  declares  on  one  fide  of  the  Queftion : 
And  fince  he  has  done  this,  will  you  pretend. 
Sir,  to  argue  from  his  being  an  Academic ,  that 
he  muft  have  held  the  very  rcverfe  of  thofe 
Sentiments,  in  Favour  of  which  he  fo-  openly 
pronounces  ? 

What  you  add,  looks  as  if  it  was  drawn  out  of 
the  fame  Quiver  with  the  other}  for  you  (a) 
tell  us  that  Cicero  in  his  fecond  Book  de  Divin. 
where  he  difpute  s  in  his  own  P  erf  on ,  takes  the 
fame  fide  and  ufes  the  fame  Arguments  which  he 
had  put  here  into  the  Mouth  of  Cotta,  to  confute 
the  Opinion  of  the  Stoics  about  Religion  and  Di¬ 
vination.  How  are  we  to  underftand  you  here  ? 

(a)  Def.  Pag.  9. 
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Not  furely  as  if  it  was  Cotta  in  the  third  Book 
of  the  Nature  of  the  Gods9  that  endeavour’d  to  con - 
fute  the  Opinion  of  the  Stoics  about  Religion  and 
Divination ,  fince  Cicero  hirafelf  giving  a  Rea- 
fon  for  his  writing  the  two  Books  of  Divina¬ 
tion,  (a)  fays  that  he  had  omitted  that  Point 
in  his  three  Books  of  the  Nature  of  the  Gods.  You 
mull  mean  therefore  (as  the  turn  of  the  Sen¬ 
tence  feems  to  require)  that  Cicero  in  his  fecond 
Book  of  Divination  argues  againfl  Religion  as 
well  as  ‘Divination .  This  is  implied  in  what 
you  faid  before  of  his  taking  the  fame  fide  and 
ufing  the  fame  Arguments  here,  which  Cotta  did 
there  j  for  Cotta  plainly  difputed  there  againfl 
*  Religion ,  and  you  would  inflnuate  that  Cicero 
did  fo  in  this  Book :  But  that  this  is  direftly 
falfe,  will  appear  from  Cicero's  own  Words 
there :  When  he  had  been  difpu ting  againfl  Di¬ 
vination  or  the  Art  of  conjecturing  about 
things  future,  to  prevent  all  Miflakes  about 
this  matter  (though  it  feems  he  could  not 
do  it)  and  to  fhew  that  he  had  not  -been  de¬ 
puting  againfl  Religion ,  he  puts  in  his  Caveat 
to  this  Effedt  in  the  lafl  Chapter :  (b)  I  am  very 
careful  to  have  this  underftood  aright ,  that  to  take 
away  Superfiition  is  not  to  take  away  Religion: 
Tor  a  wife  Man  will  be  for  prefer ving  all  the  fa - 
cred  Rites  and  Ceremonies  eftablijhed  by  our  An - 
,  ceftors  \  and  the  Frame  of  the  Univerfe  obliges  us 
to  own  that  there  is  an  eternal  Being  of  great 


(a)  Quod  pr&termijfum  ejl  in  illis  libris,  credo ,  quia  com- 
modius  arbitratus  es  feparatim  id  qu&ri,  deque  eo  dijjeria  iji 
eft,  de  Divinatione ,  &c.  de  Divin.  lib.  i.  cap.  5. 

(b)  Nec  verb  (id  enirn  diligenter  intelligi  volo)  fuperftitione 
fublatd  religio  t oil  end  a  s  &c. 
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tellcnc)\  &c.  Wherefore  as  Religion ,  'which  has  a 
ciofe  Union  with  the  Knowledge  of  Nature , 
to  be  propagated  \  fo  Superfiition ,  See.  What  is 
Mifrcprcfentation  if  this  be  not? 

The  better  to  reconcile  what  you  have  hi¬ 
therto  laid  of  Cicero' s  Sentiments  with  his  ex- 
prefs  Declaration  to  the  contrary,  you  have 
in  p  10.  changed  Cicero's  Words,  the  more 
■probable  inftead  of  fomewhat  the  more  probable  5 
this  founds  fofter,  and  prepares  the  Reader 
to  admit  of  your  farther  Anfwer  to  my  Ob- 
je&ion,  which  is,  that  when  Cicero  pronounces 
in  favour  of  the  Stoics  Opinion,  it  may  well 
be  look'd  upon  as  a  Compliment  to  Brutus,  to  whom 
the  Book  is  addrefs'd ,  and  who  was  himfelf  a 
Stoic:  In  fupport  of  this  fancied  Compli¬ 
ment  you  difeover  Cicero  elfewhere,  as  allow¬ 
ing  the  Philofophy  which  Brutus  followed ,  to  he 
the  heft ,  De  Pin .  l/j.  c.  1.  Strange  that  you  fhould  ' 
reprefent  Cicero  as  complimenting  with  fuch 
Infincerity!  For  if  according  to  you,  Cotta's 
fide  of  the  Queftion  contained  Cicero's  real  Sen¬ 
timents,  it  mu  ft  be  fomething  more  than  a 
Compliment  in  him,  to  tell  Brutus  that  he 
thought  the  Stoics  fide  was  the  more  probable 
of  the  two.  The  Truth  of  the  Cafe  is  this  3 
that  an  Academic  in  virtue  of  his  Claim  of 
never  pronouncing  any  thing  as  Certain,  but 
Probable  only,  confined  himfelf  within  no 
Bounds,  but  hunted  in  the  Fields  of  every  other 
Philofophy :  What  he  found  among  the  Peri¬ 
patetics  to  his  liking  he  took  at  his  Pleafure* 
and  the  fame  Liberty  he  claim’d  among  the  Stoics 
and  others.  Cicero  particularly  is  obferved  to  ' 
have  made  many  of  the  Stoics  Notions  his  j 
own  3  in  his  Offices  he  follows  them  and  in  , 

his  ! 
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his  Paradoxes ;  and  why  might  he  not  by 
the  fame  Rule  follow  them  in  their  Sentiments 
about  the  Nature  of  the  Gods}  Nay,  why  might 
he  not  call  theirs  the  be  ft  kind  oi  Philofophy  ? 
It  was  not  inconfiflent  with  his  being  an  Aca - 
9  demic-y  for  the  Academics  had  no  peculiar  and 
diftinguilhing  Notions  about  thefe  things  % 
their  Badge  was  to  pronounce  nothing  certain , 
and  while  they  kept  to  that,  they  were  at  li¬ 
berty  to  prefer  one  Philofophy  before  another. 

Thus  far  you  and  I  have  debated  about  Ci¬ 
cero's  Opinion:  But  I  had  gone  farther  in  my 
Reply  and  produced  Cotta  himfeif  declaring 
after  all,  that  what  he  had  faid  was  for  Ar¬ 
gument’s  fake  only,  and  nor  even  his  real  Opi¬ 
nion.  This  you  call  a  betraying  or  my  Igno¬ 
rance  :  How  ?  Why,  becaufe  Cotta  was  an  Aca * 
demies  and  (a)  therefore ,  tho'  agreeably  to  the 
Principles  of  his  Sett*  he  might  ivift)  to  be  con - 
futed ,  i.  e.  to  have  fomc  greater  Degree  of  Pro¬ 
bability  offered  to  him  than  what  he  had  before 
.  acquiefced  in  5  yet  muft  he  be  fuppodd  in  the  mean 
while  to  approve  the  Sentiments  he  had  been  af- 
fertingy  as  the  mo  ft  probable.  How  the  face 
of  things  may  be  changed  !  cfho*  he  might 
wifi  (fay  youj  to  be  confuted  5  but  Cotta 
fays  more  than  this  in  thofe  Words  of  his, 
facile  me  a  te  vinci  poffe ,  certb  fcio.  Y ou  add 
that  he  muft  have  approved  the  Sentiments  he  had 
been  affertingy  as  the  moft probable  5  but  how  is  this 
confident  with  the  Declaration  of  his  knowing 
for  a  certain  that  Balbus  could  confute  him  ? 
and  how  is  it  confident  with  what  you  faid 
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before  concerning  Cicero ,  that  his  true  Senti¬ 
ments  are  to  be  found  in  the  Part  afKgn’d  to 
Cotta-,  for  then  (in  your  way  of  reafoning) 
Cicero's  approving  of  Balbus' s  fide  in  the 
Queftion  as  the  more  probable ,  and  Cotta's  ap¬ 
proving  of  his  own  fide  as  the  moft  probable ,  are 
the  fame  thing.  Too  great  a  Contradi&ion 
to  be  father’d  upon  fo  judicious  a  Writer  as 
Cicero . 

III. 

Your  Letter  reprefen  ted  Cicero  as  faying, 
that  it  is  the  common  Opinion  of  all  Philofophers , 
that  the  Deity  can  neither  be  angry  nor  hurt  any 
body.  To  this  I  replied  that  Cicero  puts  thefe 
Words  into  the  Mouth  of  an  Obje&or,  and 
that  therefore  they  are  falfely  quoted  for  Ci¬ 
cero's  Sentiments.  This  you  cannot  deny,  and 
yet  you  care  not  to  own.  To  make  a  Shew 
of  anfwering  me,  you  ask  ( a)  Whether  a  Fact 
is  lefs  true  for  being  propo fed  as  an  Objection?  The 
Fa 61  may  not  be  lefs  true  for  that,  but  it 
is  certainly  lefs  true  that  thefe  Words  contain 
Cicero's  real  Opinion :  But  you  add,  'tis  put , 
it  fee  MS)  in  Cicero  as  an  Objeblion ,  and  * tis  put 
juft  fo  in  my  Letter.  Can  you  be  ferious,  Sir, 
in  meaning  that  we  fhould  take  this  for  a  De¬ 
fence  *of  your  Quotation?  Was  not  the  Defign 
of  your  quoting  this  and  other  PafTages  from 
Cicero ,  exprefly  pronounced  in  your  Letter , 
p.  18  to  be  that  we  might  know  what  were 
his  Sentiments  declared  in  fome  Cafes ,  that  from 
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thence  we  might  be  inform'd  what  unprejudiced 
Reafon  would  determine  upon  the  literal  Hi  ft  or y  of 
Man's  Fall?  Have  You  forgot,  or  would  you 
have  us  forget  that  you  appeal  to  the  Authority 
of  Cicero  ?  And  would  you  now  try  to  lay  the 
fame  Weight  upon  the  Authority/  not  of  Ci- 
ceroj  but  of  an  Qbje&or  whom  he  mentions, 
and  afterwards  replies  to  ?  The  PafTage  Hands 
indeed  in  your  Letter  as  anQbje&ion  to  Dr.  IF, \ 
but  is  not  mentioned  .as  an  Gbje&ion  in 
Cicero  from  whom  you  take  it  ;  and  it  is  the 
Want  of  that  which  makes  it  a  falfe  Quota¬ 
tion,  fuch  as  will  ever  be  an  Qbje&ion  to  your 
Letter. 

There  are  fome  other  flight  Cavils,  which  you 
raife  againft  my  Reply  upon  this  Article;  but 
I  am  content  to  leave  them  to  the  Reader, 
who  ( it  is  hoped )  will  compare  my  Words 
with  your  Reprefentation  of  them, 

IV. 

I  objected  to  a  Paflage  which  you  had  pro¬ 
duced  from  Cicero  de  Divin.  1.  z.  c.  6$.  about 
a  Serpent’s  appearing  to  Alexander  in  a  Dream 
and  fpeaking  to  him.  You  had  faid  that  Ci¬ 
cero  lauded  at  the  Story*  and  from  thence  you 
concluded  that  he  would  have  laughed  much 
more  at  the  literal  Story  in  Genefis,  of  a  Ser¬ 
pent  actually  fpeaking  and  reafoning.  To  this  I 
replied,  that  Cicero  does  not  appear  to  have 
laughed  at  that  Story  of  Alexander's  Serpent ; 
nay,  he  was  fo  far  from  doing  fo,  that  he  did 
not  a&ually  disbelieve  the  Story;  he  fays,  /V 
may  he  true  that  Alexander  dreamed  fo.  Now 

you 
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you  tell  me  (a)  that  what  Cicero  ridiculed >  was  ; 
not  fo  much  the  Extravagance  of  a  Dream ,  as  s 
the  pretended  miraculous  Effect  of  it ,  and  the  \ 
foolifh  Credulity  of  thofe  who  look  on  fuch  Dreams  ] 
as  fent  from  God,  Is  not  this  altering  the  ' 
Queftion?  Is  all  this  included  in  your  i'aying  ' 
that  he  laughed  at  the  Story  ?  Have  you  a  word  ; 
in  your  Letter  about  any  Effe&s  of  the  Dream  ? 
And  is  fuch  an  Addition  coniiftent  with  your  j 
Application  of  this  Story  to  that  of  Mofes  ?\ 
By  no  means  j  but,  it  feems,  this  is  one  way  } 
of  avoiding  the  Charge  of  a  falfe  Quotation: 
If  this  will  not  do,  you  infift  upon  it  withal , 
that  Cicero  laughs  too  at  the  Fancy  of  a  Ser-  1 
pent's  /peaking, ,  6cc.  But  I  infift  upon  it  in  my  I 
turn  that  he  does  not,  and  I  give  this  Reafon 
for  it,  he  fays,  poteft  e/fe  verum ,  it  may  he  true  y 
whereas  you  infift  upon  it  without  aligning 
a  Reafon,  and  come  under  the  Defcnption 
which  Cicero  gives  of  fome  in  his  Days,  Ur~i 
gent  ruftice  fane ;  negant  enim  pojfe ,  &  in  ec 
perftant,  De  Offic.  1.  3.  c.  p. 

By  the  way  permit  me  to  give  the  Reader,-' 1 
one  Inftance  how  happily  you  have  chang’d  : 
my  Words,  in  order  to  make  me  thq  Subjeffcf  1 
of  fome  of  your  ingenious  Railery.  I  had  j 
faid  that,  notwithftanding  what  Cicero  fpeaks  j 
in  the  Paflage  under  Confideration,  he  might 
have  believed  the  literal  Story  of  Mofes's  Ser-. 
pent.  But  here  you  fhew  your  Dexterity  at  quo-}  i 
ting  again,  and  reprefent  me,  p.  iz.  as  fay- ! 
ing,  that  Joe  mull  needs  have  believed  it.  Are,; 
thefe  two  Expreffions  the  fame  ?  Let  us  try  iff  1 
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upon  your  felf :  If  inftead  of  faying  that  you 
1  might  have  known  this  to  be  a  falfe  Citation, 
I  fhould  fay  that  you  muft  needs  have  known  it 
to  be  fo  j  would  not  you  look  upon  me,  Sir, 

;  as  doing  you  a  great  piece  of  Injuftice? 


V. 


I 


The  next  Quotation  which  I  examin’d  was 
•  what  you  drew  from  Jofephus  againft  Apion , 
/.  z.  c.  15.  where  to  ftrengthen  your  Sufpicion 
that  Circumcifion  was  derived  to  the  Jews  from 
|  the  Egyptians ,  you  reprefent  him  as  faying, 
that  the  Egyptians  are  all  Circumcifedy  in  An- 
f  fwer  to  this  I  fliew’d  from,  the  exprefs  Words 
i  of  that  Paflage,  that  only  the  Priefis  of  Egypt 
are  there  faid  to  be  All  of  them  circumcifed . 
What  is  it  that  you  do  on  this  Occafion  ?  Why, 
you  grew  warm,  and  with  many  angry  Re¬ 
proaches  you  reprefent  me  as  a  Pretender  to 
Learning. ,  as  a  Dealer  in  Scraps  and  marginal 
,  Citations ,  as  fighting  in  the  Dark ,  heating  the 
Air ,  hruifing  my  Knuckles  againft  Pofts9  and  you 
threaten  to  fliew  all  this  before  you  have  done 
with  me.  But  it  is  certainly  no  good  Sign, 
when  a  Writer  flies  out  into  a  Paflion,  efpe- 
cially  fo  early  in  the  Controverfy.  Your  Be¬ 
haviour  puts  me  in  mind  of  a  Story  which 
Mr.  Locke  us’d  to  tell.  A  Friend  of  his  at 
Utrecht  having  been  prefent  at  a  Thefis  pub- 
l  lickly  maintain’d  there  in  Latin ,  and  telling 
1  Mr.  Locke  where  he  had  been  that  Morning, 
S  Mr.  Locke  ask’d  him,  what  He  could  learn 
there,  when  he  did  not  underhand  one  Word 
of  Latin  3  Enough  (lays  the  Gentleman)  to  know 
:  how  Matters  went  5  and  1  plainly  faw  that  the 

Profejfor 
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Profeffor  had  the  worft  of  it>  hecaufe  he  began 
• very  foon  to  be  angry. 

But  to  our  purpofe  •,  what  is  it  that  you 
reply  to  the  Charge  of  falfely  quoting?  Do 
you  deny  it?  No  :  Do  you  own  it?  No:  All 
that  you  fay  on  this  head  is,  that  Jofephus  May 
he  underfiood  of  a  peculiar  Obligation  or  abfolute 
Neceffity ,  which  the  Priefts  were  under  to  be  cir- 
cumcifed  above  all  other  Men .  p.  zz.  but  before 
he  may  be  underfiood  thus,  fome  material 
Words  mufi  be  added  to  the  Sentence,  which 
are  now  wanting  *  and  this  would  in  effeft 
a^ain  amount  to  a  falfe  Quotation. 

°The  Subfiance  of  your  Defence  on  this  Ar¬ 
ticle,  is  to  draw  your  Reader  off  from  the 
Charge  brought  againfl  you,  by  endeavouring 
to  make  out  three  things,  "That  the  Egyptian 
People  in  general  were  circumcifed j  That  Jofe¬ 
phus  under  flood  Herodotus  in  that  very  Senfe ; 
and  that  Circumcifion  was  ufed  for  the  fake  of 
outward  Cleanline fs.  Now  fuppofe  you  could 
prove  thefe  three  Points  clearly,  would  the 
Charge  of  falfely  quoting  Jofephus' s  Words 
be  thereby  avoided?  Not  in  the  leafl :  But 
dropping  the  proper  Quellion,  you  chofe  ra¬ 
ther  to  dazzle  your  Readers  with  a  Shew  of 
Learning. 

As  to  the  firfl  of  thefe  Points,  whether  the 
Egyptians  in  general  were  circumcifed,  it  is 
no  very  material  Inquiry  >  I  fhall  leave  it  there¬ 
fore  in  your  hands  or  rather  in  Calmet's ,  from 
whom  you  borrow’d  what  you  offer  in  the 
Affirmative,  and  from  whom  you  might  have 
borrow’d  more  for  the  Negative  fide  of  the 
Queflion. 


Nor 
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Nor  is  the  third  Point  of  much  Importance, 
whether  the  Egyptians  circumcifed  for  Clean - 
linefs ,  as  you  interpret  Herodotus's  Word,  or  for 
Purity  as  I  thought  it  fignified.  Yet  fo  much 
may  be  faid  on  this  Occafion,  that  what  you 
call  a  Blunder  of  mine,  is  what  you  fall  into 
your  felf,  even  while  you  are  reproaching  me 
with  it*  for  you  fuppofe  Circumcifion  among 
the  Egyptians  to  have  been  confidered  as  a  re¬ 
ligious  *tefty  p.  22  >  which  Suppofition  (if  not 
the  very  fame  with  mine,  yet)  comes  much 
nearer  to  my  Notion  of  Purity  than  to  Yours 
of  Cleanlinefs  being  intended  by  it.  But  it  is 
of  fome  Importance  to  me,  that  you  reprefent 
me,  p.  24.  as  faying  that  Circumcifion  was  given 
to  the  Jews  for  the  fake  of  Purity  $  when  I  on¬ 
ly  intimated  that  they  thought  it  a  Mark  and 
Emblem  of  Purity ,  reckoning  all  uncircumcifed 
Men  to  be  impure  and  uncle any  p.  16,  This  No¬ 
tion  the  Jews  certainly  had,  and  it  was  not 
inconfiftent  with  their  receiving  Circumcifion 
as  a  Sign  and  Seal  of  a  Covenant  between  God 
and  his  People ,  juft  as  Baptifm  among  Chrifti- 
ans  is  a  Sign  and  Seal  of  a  new  Covenant ,  and 
yet  is  at  the  fame  time  an  Emblem  of  the  Pu¬ 
rity  y  which  thofe  ought  to  have,  who  enter 
into  that  Covenant.  What  Occafion  was 
there  then  to  charge  me  on  this  head,  as  be¬ 
ing  little  acquainted  with  Scriptural  and  JewiJh 
Hiftory  ?  Why  was  your  Reader  called  upon  to 
make  a  proper  Reflections  and  invited  to  take  a 
fhare  of  your  Prejudice,  that  your  Defence 
might  be  Read  with  the  fame  Spirit  with 
which  it  was  Written? 

But  to  the  fecond  of  thofe  Points  I  have 
fomething  more  material  to  objed.  Your  Af* 
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fcrtion  is  this  -y  Jofephus  underftood  Herodotus 
to  mean  that  the  Egyptians  in  general  were  cir - 
cumcifed.  But  all  that  Jofephus  in  this  Palfage 
afcribes  to  Herodotus ,  is  the  faying  that  the 
Egyptians  taught  other  People  the  ufe  of  Circumci - 
ft  m.  And  how  does  this  prove  that  the  Egyptians 
in  general  were  circumcifed  ?  Is  not  the  Sen¬ 
tence  equally  true,  if  their  Priefts  only  were 
circumcifed?  How  then  can  this  fhew,  that 
Jofephus  underftood  the  W ords  in  your  Senfe 
of  them  ?  Jofephus  quotes  Herodotus ,  only  up¬ 
on  the  Article  of  the  Egyptians  having  taught 
other  People  to  be  circumcifed  \  not  for  any 
Teftimony  of  His,  that  he  wanted  about  the 
Egyptians  uftng  Circumcifton :  That  Point  he 
knew  as  well  as  his  Author,  having  been  fa) 
in  Egypt  himfelfj  and  having  feen  what  was 
pra&ifed  there.  And  that  the  Egyptians  in 
general  were  not  circumcifed,  may  be  ftrong- 
ly  inferr’d  from  the  very  next  Palfage  to  that, 
from  whence  you  draw  the  contrary  Opinion, 
and  impute  it  to  Jofephus  >  for  there  when  he 
is  giving  an  Account  of  the  Death  of  Apion , 
who  was  (b)  a  true  and  original  Egyptian ,  he 
fays  that  at  laft  ( c)  he  was  forced  to  be  circum¬ 
cifed  upon  account  of  a  Diftemper  which  he  had , 
and  of  which  he  died:  So  that  Apion  was  not  cir¬ 
cumcifed  before,  nor  would  have  been  fo  then, 
if  Necellity  had  not  compelled  him.  This 
may  luffice  to  {hew  both  that  the  Egyptians  in 
general  did  not  pra&ife  this  Rite,  and  that 
Jofephus  knew  very  well  they  did  not.  I  fhall 


(a)  Contra  Apion,  1.  t.  c.  9.  (b  )  lb,  1,  2.  c.  3. 

( c )  lb,  1.  2.  c.  3.  dvdfx.nf,  See, 

only 
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Only  add,  that  Jofephus  reprefents  Circumci¬ 
fion  as  given  to  Abraham ,  that  his  Pofierity 
might  not  be  mix’d  with  other  Nations .  Antiqu. 

1.  1.  c.  10. 

We  may  fee  that  you  have  as  ill  Luck  as 
ever  at  Quotations  by  what  you  have  added 
on  this  Occafion,  p.  zz.  Where  Jofephus  (fay 
you)  appeals  to  Herodotus  for  affirming  the  E- 
gyptians  to  be  Authors  of  Circumcifion  to  all 
other  People  and  even  to  the  Jews,  he  makes  no 
other  Reflexion  upon  it ,  than  that ,  of  fuch  things 
every  one  may  fay  what  he  thinks  fit. 

This,  Sir,  I  fhall  fhew  to  be  a  moft  faKe 
Reprefentation  of  the  Matter:  You  refer  to  Jo¬ 
fephus' s  Antiq.  1.  8.  c.  io.  Sebl.  3.  where  the  Cafe 
is  this.  That  Hiftorian  having  given  an  Ac¬ 
count  of  Shijhac’s  over- running  Judcea  in  Re- 
hoboam’s  Reign,  and  plundring  the  City  and 
Temple  of  Jerufalem^  fays  that  Herodotus  men¬ 
tions  this  Event  in  his  Hiftory  $  for  he  fpeaks 
(fays  he)  of  an  Egyptian  King  as  having  fub- 
dued  Syria  Palteftina.  And  to  fnew  that  Herodo¬ 
tus  meant  Judaea  by  that  Name,  Jofephus  quotes 
another  Paflage  of  the  fame  Author,  where 
he  fays  that  the  Syrians  in  Palceftine  confefs  they 
had  learned  Circumcifion  from  the  Egyptians: 
This  proves  the  Point  ('fays  Jofephus)  becaufe 
no  other  Syrians  in  Pateftine  are  circumcifed 
but  the  Jews :  And  then  he  adds,  but  of  fuch 
things  every  one  may  fay ,  what  he  thinks  fit :  i.  e, 
not  about  the  Queftion,  Whether  the  Jews 
learned  Circumcifion  from  the  Egyptians  $  but 
about  this  Queftion,  Whether  that  Paflage  in 
Herodotus  confirmed  the  Scriptural  Account  of 
Shijhac’s  over-running  Judaea  and  plundring 
the  City  and  Temple  of  Jerufalem .  Here  then 
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is  another  Inflance  of  grofs  Mifreprefentation, 
even  while  you  are  endeavouring  to  clear  your 
felf  from  the  Charge  of  it:  How  hard  it  is 
to. get  rid  of  a  bad  Habit! 

VI. 

The  next  Point  in  Difpute  between  us  was 
the  Senfe  of  Jofephus  in  that  PafTage  againfl 
Apion ,  where  he  is  fpeaking  of  Mofes  and  the 
other  ancient  Lawgivers :  But  this,  by  the  In¬ 
ference  which  you  have  drawn  from  it,  be¬ 
ing  made  a  Point  of  very  great  Importance,  I 
fhall  refer  what  I  have  to  fay  on  that  Article 
to  the  latter  end  of  this  Reply,  where  it  will 
meet  with  a  diflinfl:  and  full  Examination. 

VII. 

To  prove  that  many  Cuftoms  and  Confutations  in 
the  JewiJh  Law  were  evidently  deriv'd  from  the 
Egyptian  Source ,  you  bring  (p.  4 6.)  a  PafTage 
from  Herodotus  to  this  purpofe,  that  the  Egyp¬ 
tians  are  governed  by  Laws  and  Cuftoms  pe¬ 
culiar  to  themfelves ,  and  different  from  thofe  of 
other  Nations.  Here  I  reminded  you  that  He¬ 
rodotus  fays  (a)  from  thofe  of  All  other  Nations  ; 
I  faw  that  this  Quotation  of  yours  was  brought 
to  fhew  how  in  Fatt  many  Cuftoms  of  the  JewiJh 
Law  were  borrowed  from  the  Egyptians ,  and 
therefore  I  argued  that  the  Word  All,  which 
you  left  out,  was  a  material  Word,  becaufe 
it  inferr’d  that  the  Jews  had  no  Cufioms  or 
Laws  refembling  Theirs.  But  now  you  tell 
me,  that  you  only  meant  to  draw  this  In¬ 
ference,  That  as  the  Egyptians  ajfetted  a  Pecu- 


(a)  1.  a.  c.  51. 
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liar  it y.  in  their  Laws,  fo  did  the  Jews  in  Theirs  % 
and  this  Humour  you  fuppofe  was  derived 
from  Egypt :  Whatever  you  meant,  it  is  plain 
that  your  Point  was  to  prove  many  Guftoms  and 
Conflitutions  of  the  JewiJh  Law,  not  the  Turn 
or  Genius  only  of  the  whole  Law,  to  have 
been  borrowed  from  the  Egyptians .  But 
you  fay  farther,  that  your  Argument  previously 
fuppofe s  fome  Refemhlance  of  Cufioms  between  the 
Jews  and  Egyptians  grounded  on  the  long  Ref  - 
dence  of  the  Jews  in  Egypt,  p.  47.  and  when 
you  are  got  a  few  Pages  farther,  you  fay,  p.  f$. 
that  it  is  endlefs  to  run  through  all  the  JewiJh 
Cufioms  which  learned  Men  have  deduced  from 
Egypt  j  among  which  you  reckon  the  Taber¬ 
nacle ,  Ark,  Cherubims ,  Altar ,  Sacrifices ,  Sab- 
bath ,  &c.  Pray,  Sir,  how  is  this  to  be  re¬ 
conciled  with  that  Inference  of  yours  before 
mentioned  ?  If  both  thofe  Nations  affe&ed  a 
Peculiarity  in^their  Laws  from  All  other  Na¬ 
tions,  how  came  there  to  be  fome  Refemblance , 
nay  a  perfect  Uniformity  of  Cufioms  among 
them  ?  Or  if  there  was  that  Refemblance  and 
Uniformity  of  Cufioms  borrowed  by  the  Jews 
from  the  Egyptians ,  how  can  the  Jews  be 
charged  with  affe£ting  a  Peculiarity  in  their 
Laws  from  All  other  Nations  ?  The  two 
Pleas  will  not  tally  one  of  them  muft  be  falfe, 
and  I  leave  it  with  you  which  of  the  two  you 
fhall  pleafe  to  renounce.  This,  after  all,  is 
certain,  that  if  (as  Herodotus  fays)  the  Egyp¬ 
tian  Laws  and  Cufioms  were  different  from  thofe 
of  All  other  Nations ,  the  Jews  could  have  no 
Cuftoms  refembling  Theirs,  which  yet  your 
Letter  immediately  after  attempts  to  fhew  in 
fix  or  feven  Inftances. 


One 
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VIII. 


One  of  thofe  Inflances  is  this ;  In  p.  48.  you 
nuote  Herodotus  as  faying  that  the  Egyptians 
Lre  more  addicted  to  Prodigies  and  Miracles  than 
any  other  People.  I  obje&ed  to  this  Quotation, 
bee  mfe  the  Words  and  Miracles  are  not  m  the 
Original,  and  becaufe.  riSa1a  there  cannot  fig- 
nify  Miracles,  but  Prodigies  only  /fuch  as 
monftrous  Births,  unnatural  Copulations,  &c.) 
as  the  next  Words  of  Herodotus  lhew,  (a)  for 
( fays  he)  when  a  Prodigy  happens,  they  obferve 
and  -write  down  the  Event-,  and,  if  afterwards 
any  thing  happens  like  that  Prodigy ,  they  con- 
dude  that  the  Event  will  be  the  fame.  To  this 
vou  reply  that  r^cCla  does  fometimes  mean 
Miracles.  I  grant  it :  but  it  cannot  poffib  y 
do  fo  here,  and  you  yourfelf  do  not  direftly 
fay  it  does.  Only  you  hint  as  if  the  Sentence , 
which  you  quoted ,  was  compleat  m  its  felf,  be- 
caufe  in  all  our  Editions  it  is  diftmguijhed  by  a 
fuii  stop.  But  if  that  is  Faft,  any  one  muft  fee 
that  they  are  all  wrong,  becaufe  the  next 
Words  for  when  a  Prodigy  happens ,  &c.  are 
plainly  a  Reafon  given  for  what  preceded 
them  And  the  fame  Word  rioa'ia  being  ufed 
in  the  laft  part  of  the  Sentence,  its  undoubted 
Meaning  there  muft  determine  its  Meaning  111 
the  former  part. 

But  you  make  a  fecond  little  Effort  to  fhew 
that  iLfa  may  fignify  Miracles  here;  by 
giving  a  new  Senfe  to  avwpO  which  you  ex-  ■ 
plain  by  contrived ,  invented ,  ox  found  out :  Juft  1 


E  23  ] 

now  your  Editions  were  good  Authority,  and 
here,  it  Teems,  they  are  none,  for  you  have  found 
a  Senfe  of  this  Word  contrary  to  Theirs:  But 
that  is  not  the  worft  of  it  :  it  is  contrary  to  the 
reft  of  Herodotus's  Meaning;  he  fays. 
for  when  a  Prodigy  happen'd :  Can  that  be  faid  to 
happen,  which  is  the  EffeCt  of  Contrivance  ? 
And  what  could  induce  the  Egyptians  to  ob~ 
ferve  and  write  down  the  Event  of  a  Miracle 
which  was  only  invented  and  contrived?  It  would 
have  been  well,  if  you  had  allowed  fewer  Mi¬ 
racles  to  the  Egyptians  and  more  to  Mofes . 

IX. 

In  your  next  Quotation  from  Herodotus ,  your 
Letter  reprefents  him  as  faying  that  the  Egyp¬ 
tians  had  one  High  Prieft  as  well  as  an  Heredi¬ 
tary  Priefthood  defending  from  Father  to  Son: 
Which  you  offer  as  one  Inflance  of  a  Jewifh 
Cuftom  derived  from  the  Egyptian  Source .  I  ob¬ 
jected  to  this  Quotation  as  giving  a  falfe  Ac¬ 
count  of  the  Matter.  The  Words  of  Hero¬ 
dotus  are  thefe,  (a)  Every  God  has  fever al  Priefts , 
one  of  which  (Teveral  Priefts  of  every  God)  is 
the  High  Prieft ;  which  plainly  imply  that 
there  muft  have  been  more  High  Priefts  in 
Egypt  than  One9  as  there  were  more  Gods 
worshipped  there  than  one;  they  were  thirty 
fix  pefhaps  in  number,  as  the  Nome s  and  Gods 
wormipped  in  thofe  Nomes  were:  What  fays 
your  Defence  to  this?  Why,  firft  you  twice 
change  the  Exprefiion  one  High  Prieft  into  an 
High  Prieft ,  as  if  you  meant  to  make  the  Reader 
think  that  the  Queflion  here  between  us 

{a)  1,2.  c.  37. 
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was,  Whether  the  Egyptians  had  an  High  Priejl 
(whereas  I  affirmed  that  they  hadfeveral •,)  not, 
Whether  they  had  One  over  the  whole  Nation, 
which  was  what  your  Quotation  implied,  and 
which  I  {hew’d  to  be  contrary  to  the  Mean¬ 
ing  of  Herodotus . 

Next  you  pretend  that  your  Endeavour  was 
only  to  prove  a  Similitude  of  Cuflomy  not  an 
Identity  or  abfolute  Uniformity  in  all  Points  and 
Circumjlances :  But  whatever  you  endeavoured 
to  prove,  you  quoted  Herodotus  for  a  different 
Meaning  from  his  true  one:  And  if  you  had 
quoted  him  right,  the  Reader  might  have  feen 
that  it  was  not  fo  likely  for  the  Cudom,  of 
having  one  national  High  Pried,  to  have  been 
borrowed  by  the  Jews  (if  borrowed  at  all) 
from  the  Egyptians ,  as  from  other  Nations, 
where  we  know  for  a  certain  that  there  was 
fuch  an  Eftablifhment,  though  perhaps  not  in 
Egypt.  This,  Sir,  is  the  Meaning  of  what  I  faid 
in  p.  if.  and  fhall  leave  it  to  the  Reader  to  judge, 
whether  the  Aflertion  was  fo  filly  an  one,  as  to 
merit  the  Laughter  of  every  Man  of  Senfe.  p.  fj. 

In  the  lad  Place  you  attempt  to  diew  that 
your  Senfe  of  Herodotus  is  very  clear  from 
other  Paflages  of  his  Hidory*  you  refer  to  one 
of  them :  But  if  you  can  prove  the  Point 
from  other  Padages,  the  Reader  will  remem¬ 
ber  that  it  cannot  be  proved  from  that  which 
I  objected  to  as  proving  the  very  contrary. 
This  by  the  byj  Let  us  now  fee  what  this 
Proof  of  yours  will  produce.  You  alledge 
from  Herod.  1.  i.  c.  143.  that  each  High  Priejl 
provided  a  Statue  for  himfelf-,  and  that  the  Pricfs 
fhew'd  Herodotus,  in  a  large  Room  or  'Temple , 
341  (it  diould  be  34f)  Statues ,  the  Images  of 
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fo  many  High  Pr lefts  in  lineal  Defcent  from 
Father  to  Son-,  and  that  the  Number  of  their 
High  Priefts  and  Kings  happened  to  be  Equal. 

This  you  make  decifive  for  there  being  one  High 
Prieft  over  all  Egypt :  But  when  the  Paflage  is 
better  confidered,  it  is  plain  that  nothing  can 
be  certainly  concluded  from  it :  For  every  God 
had  his  fever al  Priefts  in  Egypt,  one  of  which  was 
High  Prieft  ( as  Herodotus  had  before  faid  ) :  now 
they  were  the  Priefts  of  Jupiter  at  Fhebes ,  which 
ftiew’d  Herodotus  thefe  Statues  of  the  High 
Priefts  in  the  Temple  of  that  God,  and  there¬ 
fore  it  is  moft  likely  that  the  High  Priefts, 
reprefented  by  thofe  Statues,  were  not  High 
Priefts  over  all  Egypt ,  but  fuch  as  prefided 
over  thofe  Priefts  only  which  belong’d  to  the 
Temple  of  Jupiter .  The  former  Paffage  being 
clear  and  exprefs,  this  latter  one  fhouid  in 
Reafon  be  underftood  confiftently  with  That, 

X. 

T o  the  Charge  of  falfe  Quotation  under  this  Ar¬ 
ticle,  you  plead,  p.  f4»  Guilty  of  the  Fad,  but  not 
of  the  Intention  3  however,  fince  I  have  taken  from 
you  an  Egyptian  Cuftom ,  you  think  your  felf  obliged 
to  replace  it  with  another ,  viz.  the  Laws  about 
Animals  clean  and  unclean:  which  (as  you  fay) 
the  learned Cotelerius  allows  to  have  been  taken  pro¬ 
bably  from  the  PraUice  of  Egypt.  But  you  might 
know,  Sir,  that  others,  as  learned  Men,  have 
fhewn  that  this  Diftindion  of  Clean  and  Un* 
clean  Animals  (  which  implies  Laws  about  them) 
was  previous  to  the  Flood,  and  that  there  is  no 
need  to  fend  the  Jews  to  Egypt  for  the  bor¬ 
rowing  this  Cuftom.  You  may  fee  this  Mat¬ 
ter  more  at  large  in  Mr.  Shucford'%  Conned.  &V. 
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XI. 

We  come  to  the  laft  of  the  Quotations, 
which  you  made  from  Herodotus ,  to  prove  that 
in  Fa£b  many  JewiJh  Cuftoms  were  derived 
from  the  Egyptians:  you  reprefent  him  as  fay¬ 
ing  that  the  Egyptians  abhorred  Swines  Flejh  as 
impure  and  abominable .  This  I  allow’d  to  be 
fo  far  true,  that  he  fays  the  Egyptians  cfteemed an 
Hog  to  be  an  impure  Beaft  \  Is  this  the  fame  ( tho’, 
p.  fi.  you  call  it  the  fame)  with  allowing  that 
you  delivered  the  true  Senfe  of  Herodotus  ?  It  is 
not  neceflary,  that  they  who  reckoned  an  Hog  an 
impure  Beaft,  fhould  therefore  abominate  the 
Flefti  of  it,  which  it  is  plain  the  Egyptians  did 
not  ?  for  Herodotus  adds  ( and  you,  to  have  made 
your  Quotation  a  fair  one,  fhould  have  added,) 
that  the  Egyptians  had  Swineherds  among  them , 
facrificed  Swine ^  and  even  eat  of  the  Flejh  of  it. 
Thefe  three  Circumftances  you  dropped,  and 
I  objected  that  this  was  Partiality  in  quoting.  v 
This  you  call  my  ufual  Acutenefs ,  and  repre¬ 
fent  yourfelf  as  not  bound  to  Jhew  in  all  Points 
an  Identity  of  Cujlom.  But  have  you  proved 
this  Identity  of  Cuftom  in  any  one  Point  ?  Can 
the  Egyptians  be  faid  to  have  abhorred  Swines 
Flejh ,  when  they  eat  it  at  their  moft  Religi¬ 
ous  Feafts  ?  Did  the  Jews  do  any  thing  like 
This  at  either  their  Publick  or  Private  Meals? 
Where  is  the  Refemblance  then?  And  how 
could  the  Egyptian  Notion  of  the  Impurity 
of  Swine  be  the  fame  with  that  of  the  Jews?  i 

All  this  while,  Sir,  you  have  taken  no 
notice  of  that  remarkable  Paflage  which  I 

quoted 
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quoted  from  Mr.  Shucford's  Connect.  Vol.  I. 
p.  3x7.  in  thefe  Words,  There  is  one  Ohferva - 
tion,  which  as  far  as  I  have  had  Opportunity  to 
apply  it ,  will  fully  anfwer  every  Particular  that 
Dr.  Spencer  has  offer* d9  and  that  is  this 5  He  is 
able  to  produce  no  one  Ceremony  or  Ufage  prattifed 
both  in  the  Religion  of  Abraham  or  Mofes,  and 
in  that  of  the  Heathen  Nations ,  but  that  it  may 
be  proved  that  it  was  ufed  by  Abraham  or  Mo¬ 
fes,  or  by  fome  of  the  true  IVorJhippers  of  God 
earlier  than  by  any  of  the  Heathen  Nations.  As 
little  regard  you  have  paid  to  a  Pafiage  which 
I  cited  from  Jofephus ,  and  which  is  very  de- 
cifive  againft  your  fuppos’d  Refcmblance  of 
the  JewiJh  and  Egyptian  Religious  Cuftoms  5 
his  Words  I  will  give  you  once  more.  He 
alledges  this  as  one  Reafon  why  the  Egyptians 
hated  the  Jews  fo  much,  viz  .  the  great  Difference 
of  the  Religions  of  the  two  ( a)  Nations  the  JewiJh 
iVorfhip  being  as  different  from  that  eftabliffd 
among  the  Egyptians,  as  the  Nature  of  God  is 
from  that  of  the  Brutes.  To  which  Teftimony 
may  be  added  another  of  the  fame  Author, 
who  fays  that  (b)  the  JewifhZ^mf  differed  from 
the  Grecian,  but  mow  efpecially  from  thofe  of  the 
Egyptians. 

XII. 

I  charged  you  under  this  Article  with 
falfely  tranflating  a  Paflage  of  Spencer ,  where 
hefpeaks  (as  you  fay,)  in  the  Words  of  Mai- 
monides.  To  fhew  that  Circumcifion  was  fo 


(a)  Centra  A  fun.  1, 1.  c,  (b)  lb.  1.  a,  c,  7? 
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hazardous  a  thing  that  it  often  proved  mortal , 
you  quote  thefe  Words  from  Spencer ,  res  du - 
riffima  difficillima ,  dificrimine 

quandoque  fubeunda ,  and  render  them  thus, 
wwj#  dangerous  thing ,  to  be  under¬ 

gone  without  fome  Hazard  of  Life\  as  if  it  was 
hazardous  in  general,  whereas  Spencer's  Words 
only  fay  that  it  was  fometimes  fo.  To  this 
you  reply,  p.  f 6.  that  the  preceding  Words 
of  Maimonides ,  duriffima  &  difficillima ,  defcribe 
it  as  a  mo  ft  harfh  and  hazardous  thing  j  and 
moft  hazardous  being  the  fame  as  moft  dangerous , 
the  Bufinefs  is  done,  you  have  caught  hold  of 
the  true  Sentiment  of  the  Author ,  and  I  am 
prov’d  a  a  folemn  Pedant  for  following  the  very 
Perplexities  of  the  Orignal. 

But  there  are  fome  things,  Sir,  to  be  con- 
(ider’d,  before  your  Reply  will  be  allow’d  to 
be  fo  fatis factory.  Does  difficillima  neceffarily 
fignify  hazardous  or  dangerous  ?  But  ( what  is 
more)  at  this  time  of  day  you  might  have 
known  from  a  Pamphlet,  intitled,  An  Anfwer 
to  your  Letter  on  the  Point  of  Circumcifion ,  &c. 
that  Spencer  (or  rather  Buxtorffi  whom  he  fol¬ 
low’d)  has  quite  miftaken  the  Senfe  of  Mai¬ 
monides  in  this  Paffage.  The  Words  nec  fine 
vit*^  &c.  are  not  to  be  found  either  in  Mai¬ 
monides  or  Buxtorf's  Verfionj  they  are  the 
Comment  which  Spencer  (miftaking  the  Senfe 
of  the  Word )  drew  from  difficillima ,  and  are 
diftinguifh’d  as  Spencer's  and  not  the  Rabbi's 
in  that  very  Edition,  which  you  refer  to,  tho* 
you  have  reprefented  it  quite  otherwife.  I 
differ  not  much  from  the  abovemenrioned 
Gentleman,  and  therefore  offer  the  following 
Translation  of  the  Words  of  Maimonides ,  as 

exa&ly 
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exactly  agreeable  to  his  Meaning.  As  for  Cir - 
tumcifion ,  no  one  will  ( or  would )  perform  it  on 
himfelf  or  his  Sons  except  for  the  fake  of  Religious 
Faith  (or  Obedience ) :  Let  it  not  he  ( accounted )  as  a 
Scratch  of  the  Leg  or  a  Burn  of  the  Arm  5  but 
as  a  thing  that  will  (or  would)  be  very  grievous , 
that  the  abundance  of  Love  may  be  therefore  ma- 
nifefied ,  i.e.  as  it  gives  Pain  in  the  Operation, 
it  would  juftly  be  reckoned  a  hard  or  grievous 
thing,  if  thofe  who.  underwent  the  Opera¬ 
tion,  did  not  thereby  manifeft  their  Love  of 
God  and  fhew  their  Readinefs  to  obey  his  In¬ 
stitution.  What  is  there  now  in  this  PafTage, 
that  reprefents  Circumcifion  as  a  hazardous  and 
dangerous  thing?  You  have  mifrep  refen  ted 
Spencer ,  and  he  has  grofly  mistaken  Maimo - 
nides :  In  one  thing  you  both  agree,  and  that 
is  to  mislead  the  Reader:  But  for  your  far¬ 
ther  Convidtion  on  this  Article,  you  would 
do  well  to  refledfc  on  another  Paflage,  which 
the  Anfwerer  has  produced  from  the  fame  Mai- 
monides :  (a)  It  is  permitted  (fays  he)  to  cir - 
cumcife  with  any  thing ,  be  it  with  a  Flint  or 
Glafs ,  or  any  thing  that  cuts ,  becaufe  there  is  no 
Danger .  After  this  let  Maimonides  never  be 
produced  for  the  Voucher  of  its  being  a  dan¬ 
gerous  Operation. 


You  quoted  Light  foot  in  your  Letter  as  in¬ 
forming  us,  that  the  frequent  Mortality,  which 
Circumcifion  occasioned,  produced  a  ftanding  Law , 


{*)  Maim .  de  Cimmif.  c,  1. 
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that  when  any  Perfon  had  left  three  Children  fuc - 
ceffively  by  the  Operation ,  he  was  excufed  from 
circuntcifing  the  reft .  To  this  I  reply’d  that 
Lightfoot  fays  nothing  there  either  of  a  ftanding 
Law,  or  of  a  frequent  Mortality  $  by  a  ftanding 
Law ,  you  tell  me  (with  fomc  Reflexions  on 
my  Underftanding)  that  you  did  not  mean  a 
Law  of  Mofes :  and  I  never  underftood  you  as 
meaning  foj  no  Words  of  mine  imply  it  in 
the  leaft.  You  meant  (you  fay,  p.  57.)  a  Cuftom 
founded  upon  a  Decree  of  the  proper  fudges  in 
the  Cafe ,  a  Judgment  of  the  Jcwift)  Doctors,  or 
a  Decifion  of  them ,  which  I  exprefled  it  to  be. 
But  I  fpoke  of  (what  is  the  Truth  of  the 
Cafe)  fuch  a  Decifion  as  was  not  a  publick  but 
a  private  one  j  fome  deciding  one  way,  and 
one  of  them  (I  might  have  faid,  fome  of  them) 
deciding  the  contrary  way ,  for  I  think  that  the 
Numbers  are  pretty  near  equal  on  the  two 
fides  of  the  Queftion. 

To  prove,  what  I  denied,  that  Lightfoot 
fpeaksof  a  frequent  Mortality  happening  by  C/>- 
cumcifion ,  you  ask,  p.  f8 .  Whether  the  Fatt  which 
Lightfoot  mentions  as  fometimes  happening,  of 
three  Children  dying  of  it  fuc  ceffively,  does  not  ne- 
ceffarily  imply  it.  But  with  your  leave,  Sir, 
Lightfoot  no  where  mentions,  this  Event  as 
fometimes  happening.  He  mentions  fuch  a  Cafe 
indeed  >  and  in  the  Place  which  he  refers  to 
as  his  Authority,  there  is  only  one  Inftance 
given  of  this  Fad,  of  three  Childrens  dying  fuc - 
ceffively ,  which  you  fay  happened  fometimes : 
And  yet  (what  is  remarkable)  in  this  very  In- 
flance,  it  appears  that  the  three  Children  could 
not  properly  be  faid  to  die  of  the  Circumci- 
fion,  and  that  the  fourth  was  not  cxcufcd  on 

that 
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that  Account  from  being  circumcifed,  but 
after  tarrying  a  little  'While  was  circumcifed ,  and 
did  well  after  it>  Both  thefe  Circumftances  are 
dire&ly  contrary  to  what  you  had  made  Light- 
foot  fay  5  and  yet  both  of  them  have  been 
ihewn  to  be  True  from  the  Words  of  the 
Original  Authors,  cited  at  large  and  explain’d 
by  the  Gentleman,  p.  1 6.  who  wrote  the  An- 
fwer  to  your  Letter  on  the  Point  of  Circumcifion . 

After  this  I  need  not  be  at  much  Trouble 
tofliew,  how  unfairly  you  deal  with  me,  when 
you  reprefent  me,  p.  f8.  as  allowing  that  there  are 
upon  Record  five  or  fix  Infiances  of  three  Children 
dying  fuccefiively  by  Circumcifion 5  which  you 
think  fufficient  to  ftiew  that  Circumcifion  was 
often  mortal .  From  whence  you  can  gather 
this  fuppofed  Allowance  of  mine,  I  am  at  a 
lofs  to  conceive:  My  Words  are,  Lightfoot 
quotes  five  or  fix  Pafj'ages  indeed ,  in  which  men¬ 
tion  is  made  of  an  uncircumcifed  lfraelite  and  un- 
circumcifed  Priefi ,  when  their  Brethren  died  of 
Circumcifion .  But  are  five  or  fix  Paffages  the 
fame  with  five  or  fix  Infiances  ?  May  they 
not  all  relate  to  one  Inftance?  Nothing  ap¬ 
pears  to  the  contrary  in  Lightfoot :  He  is  able 
to  produce  but  one  Inftance,  which  is  that  re¬ 
ported  by  R .  Nathan ,  and  which  (as  I  faid 
before)  direftly  contradi&s  you  in  the  two 
Circumftances,  for  which  you  chiefly  appeal 
to  it.  Moft  certainly  you  can  never  infer 
from  Lightfoot  and  his  Citations,  that  any  one 
of  thofe  Authors  muft  have  known  five  or  fix 
Infiances j  which  unlefs  you  fuppofe  them  to 
have  done,  your  Application  of  the  Cafe  of 
the  Small-pox  to  this  purpofe  is  very  far  from 
containing  any  Parallel  to  the  Cafe  in  Queftion. 

XIV. 


r  32  ] 


XIV.  \« 

We  come  now,  Sir,  in  the  courfe  of  your 
Mifreprcfentations  to  examine  what  you  had 
faid  in  your  Letter  about  the  Story  of  Babel. 
You  fcem  difpleafed,  p.  fp.  with  my  reckoning 
this  in  the  Number  of  your  Quotations:  And  if 
it  will  be  any  Satisfa&ion  to  you,  I  am  content 
to  change  the  Name  of  it,  becaufe  I  don’t 
love  to  difpute  about  Trifles,  and  becaufe  by 
this  time  perhaps  you  may  have  fome  diflike 
to  the  Word  Quotations.  But  thus  much  I  hope 
to  Ihew,  that  the  Scripure  has  faid  one  thing 
and  you  quite  another}  which  if  it  be  not  the 
fame  as  quoting  falfely,  is  certainly  the  fame 
as  reprefenting  (not  merely  reafoning)  falfely. 

You  had  faid  in  your  Letter  that  it  is  evi¬ 
dent  fyom  Gen.  xi*  that  the  Sons  of  Noah  ivei e 
fo  far  from  any  Reflation  of  not  difperfeng  them < 
felves,  that  they  had  already  begun  to  difperfe , 
had  aftually  fent  off  a  Colony  from  the  Eajl  to  the 
Land  of  Shinar:  And  in  Proof  of  your  Af- 
fcrtion  you  quoted  Paflages  from  Patrick  and 
Calmet.  To  this  I  reply’d,  that  the  Scripture 
is  as  exprefs  againft  what  is  to  You  fo  evident 
as  Words  can  reprefent  it}  and  that  the 
Queftion  is  what  the  Scripture  teaches  about 
the  Matter,  not  what  any  Commentator  has 
fancied.  Here  you  attempt,  p.  6 1 .  to  play  Dr.  IV. 
and  me  againft  each  other}  and  becaufe  the 
Do&or  had  charged  his  Adverfary  with  having 
no  Acquaintance  with  the  Commentators ,  you 
charge  me  with  contemning  you  for  being  acquain¬ 
ted  with  the  Commentators :  But  this  Contraft, 
if  it  may  pafs  for  Wit,  cannot  pafs  for  Truth, 
becaufe  I  only  exprefs  a  diflike  of  your  trailing 

to 
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to  their  Opinion  againft  the  plain  Account 
given  in  Scripture.  It  feems  however  that 

you  thought  your  felffafe  under  the  Shelter  of  fuch 
Authority ,p.  60 .  Was  it  this  Thought,  Sir,  that 
led  you  to  reprefent  the  Sentiments  of  Calmet 
on  this  head  fo  very  untruly,  as  you  have  done? 
For  Calmet  in  the  Pafiage,  which  you  produce 
from  him,  fpeaks  of  no  Refolution  of  difperfing 
ihemfelves ,  till  about  a  hundred  Tears  after  the 
Flood y  by  which  he  means,  till  after  they  had 
journey’d  from  theEaft  and  were  come  to  the 
Shinar :  That  this  is  his  Opinion,  appears  from 
his  Note  on  Gen.  xi.  z.  where  he  ex p red y  fay?, 
that  the  firft  Men  after  the  Deluge  came  by  dif¬ 
ferent  Marches  to  the  Land  of  Shinar,  and  'were 
All,  together  in  that  Place .  Calmefs  Autho¬ 
rity  therefore  will  ferve  you  for  no  Shelter: 
It  will  not  make  you  Safe ,  much  iefs  Orthodox 
(  as  you  fay),  face  his  Opinion  and  yours  are 
dire&ly  contrary.  Bilhop  Patrick  indeed  fa¬ 
vours  your  Opinion  $  but  the  Scriptural  Ac¬ 
count  is  dire&ly  oppofite  to  what  He  and  You 
have  fuggefted. 

In  my  Reply  I  quoted  thefe  Paflages  from 
ch.  xi.  The  whole  Earth  was  of  one  Speech ,  ver.  i. 
and  it  came  to  pafs  as  they  journey1  d from  the  Eaftr 
that  they  found  a  Plain  in  the  Land  of  Shinar 
and  dwelt  there,  ver.  z.  Upon  which  I  obferved, 
that  They  who  journey"  d  from  the  Eafl  to  Shi-, 
nar,  and  they  who  dwelt  there ,  are  here  repre- 
fented  a s  being  the  whole  Earth.  Your  Defence 
endeavours  to  invalidate  or  rather  puzzle  this 
Proof,  by  intimating,  p.  ,  that  inthelaft  Verfe 
of  the  preceding  Chapter  it  is  laid  of  the  Sons 
of  Noah ,  by  them  were  the  Nations  divided  in 
the  Earth  after  the  Flood:  As  if,  becatife  men- 
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tion  is  there  previoufiy  made  of  a  Divifion* 
the  Divifion  too  mull  be  previous  in  the  or-? 
der  of  Time  to  the  Story  of  Babel .  What  is 
more  natural  than  that  the  facred  Hiftorian 
fhould  firft  mention  a  Divifion  mto  Nations, 
and  then  tell  us  (as  he  does  in  chan,  xi.)  how  it 
came  about?  That  this  was  the  "afe,  Bifiiop 
Patrick  (who  is  one  of  your  Shelters)  teaches 
you  in  his  Note  on  chap.  xi.  i.  But  he  is  of 
no  Authority  with  You  I  perceive,  except 
when  he  fpeaks  your  Sentiments. 

All  this  while,  Sir,  you  forget  or  conceal 
the  Paflages  of  Scripture,  upon  which  I  chiefly 
grounded  my  Aflertion,  that  they  had  not  be¬ 
gun  to  difperfe  before  the  Confufion  of  Lan¬ 
guages  happened  at  Babel :  In  ver.  p.  it  i?  faid, 
Hoe  Lord  did  there  confound  the  Language  of  all 
the  Earth ,  and  from  thence  did  the  Lord  fcatter 
them  abroad  upon  the  face  of  all  the  Earth.  Is 
it  poffible  for  Words  to  reprefent  in  a  plainer 
Manner,  that  what  happened  there,  happened 
not  to  a  Part  but  to  the  whole  of  Mankind  ? 
And  can  any  thing  be  more  direftly  contrary 
to  your  Pofition?  The  Scripture  fays  that  at 
Babel  God  confounded  the  Language  of  all 
the  Earth:  you  fay  that  all  the  Earthy  ah. 
Mankind  was  not  there.  The  Scripture  fays 
that  from  Babel  God  fcattered  them  abroad  upon 
"  the  face  of  all  the  Earth :  and  you  fay  that 
there  was  fome  kind  of  Difperfion  and  peopling 
of  different  Countries  previous  to  that  Confufion, 
p.  6 1.  From  whence  the  Reader  may  fee  that 
the  Scripture  plainly  aflerts  one  thing,  and 
you  take  upon  you  to  affert  another. 
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XV. 

1  ant  come  now  to  the  la ft  of  the  Fifteen 
Articles,  upon  which  I  charged  you  with  mil- 
reprefenting  the  Authors  that  you  refer  to. 
In  your  Letter  you  had  faid,  All  that  we  can 
collect  from  the  Story  of  the  building  the  T 'ower  of 
Babel  is  that  the  Multitude ,  knowing  they  muft 
difperfe ,  had  a  mind  before  fuch  Difperfion  to 
ereft  fome  publick  Monument  of  their  Common 
Origin  by  building  a  City  and  Tower  that  Jhould 
reach  as  high  as  Heaven :  and  that  it  was  the 
Preemption  and  Arrogance  of  this  Deftgn ,  which 
induced  God  to  baffle  it  by  confounding  their  Lan¬ 
guage  ,  and  to  difperfe  them  from  that  Place ,  6cc. 
This  I  fhew’d  to  be  a  collecting  from  the 
Scripture  a  Defign  quite  different  from  what 
it  exprefly  mentions.  The  Words  are  (chap.  xi. 
ver.  4.)  Let  us  build  us  a  City  and  a  Tower ,  whofe 
Top  may  reach  unto  Heaven ,  and  let  us  make  us 
a  Name ,  left  we  be  fcattered  abroad  upon  the  face 
of  the  whole  Earth .  Where  the  Defign  of 
what  they  were  doing  is  plainly  declared  to  be 
that  they  might  not  be  fcattered  abroad  $  but  the 
Defign  which  you  afcribe  to  them  is  that  they 
wight  have  fome  publick  Monument  of  their  Com - 
ftton  Origin .  Can  Defigns  be  more  different 
than  thefe  two  are  ?  Happy  muff  the  Art  be 
that  can  reconcile  Your  Account  with  the 
fcriptural  one!  Let  us  fee  how  you  attempt 
to  do  it.  You  ask,  p.  64.  if  the  Scripture  does 
not  plainly  intimate  that  the  ground  of  their  of¬ 
fending  God  was  in  the  Defign  that  they  had  pro¬ 
jected  of  building  a  Tower  as  high  as  Heaven  5  and 
whether  it  gives  any  other  Inftance  of  their  Ar¬ 
rogance  and  Prefumption .  The  Text,  Sir,  fays 
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not n  mg  of  any  Arrogance  and  Prefumption  ill 
the  Builders,  nor  of  any  offending  God,  un- 
lefs  in  the  Senfe  of  God’s  difapproving  what 
they  had  projedted,  which  he  might  do,  and 
yet  they  might  not  have  been  guilty  of  what 
you  lay  to  their  charge.  If  they  defigned  by 
their  building  to  prevent  their  being  difperfed, 
and  if  it  was  God’s  Intention  that  fuch  Difper¬ 
fion  fhould  not  be  prevented,  here  was  ground 
fufficient  for  God  to  a£t  in  fuch  a  manner  as 
fhould  neceffarily  produce  an  early  Difperfion. 
Again,  in  thofeWords  of  yours  abovementioned, 
you  tell  us  as  from  Scripture  that  their  Defign 
was  to  build  a  Tower  as  high  as  Heaven ,  and 
foon  after  that  their  Intent  was  to  raife  them - 
[elves  a  Name  by  the  Project  they  had  formed . 
True*  but  is  this  all  that  the  Scripture  fays? 
Is  this  the  ultimate  and  proper  End  mentioned 
in  the  Text?  They  who  faid,  Let  us  build  us  a 
Tower,  and  make  us  a  Name ,  intended  (no 
doubt)  to  build  a  Tower  and  make  themfelves 
a  Name :  But  this  was  in  order  to  fome  other 
End,  and  that  is  plainly  exprefied  in  the 
Words  left  we  be  fcattered  abroad.  How,  Sir, 
could  you  pofiibly  hope  that  this  would  pafs 
for  an  Anfwer  with  any  attentive  Reader? 

The  Difpute  between  You  and  Me  is,  whe¬ 
ther  the  main  Intent  of  the  Builders  was  to 
eredt  a  publick  Monument  left  they  fjould  be 
fcattered  abroad ,  as  the  Text  fays  5  or  for  a 
Memorial  of  their  Common  Origin ,  which  is 
your  Suppofition,  not  only  unwarranted,  but 
diredtly  contradicted  by  Scripture.  You  are 
pleafed,  p.6f.  to  call  it  ft range  Nonfenfe  to  fay. 
Let  us  build  us  a  City  and  a  T ower  to  prevent  our 
farther  Difperfion ,  8cc.  but  where  does  this 
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Charge  fall  ?  Does  it  not  fall  upon  the  Scrip“ 
ture,  which  adds  left  we  be  f Mattered  abroad ,  Sec- 
Can  any  thing  be  more  clear  than  that  the 
Text  fpeaks  the  very  thing  which  you  diftin- 
guifti  by  the  Title  of  Jlrange  Nonfenfe?  But 
you  add  in  fupport  of  what  you  had  rafhly 
laid,  as  if  a  Tower  could  alter  the  Nature  of 
things  and  prevent  their  being  fcattered  and  dif¬ 
fer  fed  to  people  the  Earth ,  unlefs  we  can  fuppofe 
them  refolved  to  combat  Heaven  it  felf.  What 
need  was  there,  Sir,  for  this  Excurfion  to 
charge  me  with  fuch  a  prepofterous  way  of 
thinking,  when  you  mult  have  obferved  that 
my  Account  of  the  Matter  fully  obviated  this 
Cavil  ?  I  declared  fpr  the  Opinion  of  Peri- 
zonius  and  others,  who  by  the  Hebrew  Word 
Shem ,  which  we  commonly  render  a  Name , 
underhand  a  Monument  or  Sign 3  and  fuppofe 
that  the  Tower  which  thofe  Builders  proje&ed 
was  defign’d  for  a  Landmark,  which  by  its 
Height  might  b^  feen  at  a  Dihance  3  and  by 
the  help  of  which,  whenever  they  were  fepa- 
rated  as  their  occafions  required,  they  might 
always  know  how  to  return  to  the  City,  where 
they  and  their  Companions  feem  to  have  de¬ 
termined  to  live  together. 

But  whatever  their  Intent  was,  it  could 
never  have  been  what  you  venture  in  defiance  of 
Scripture  to  aferibe  to  them  3  it  could  never 
have  been  for  the  having  a  publick  Monument  of 
their  Common  Origin ;  If  that  had  been  their 
View,  they  would  probably  have  entered  into 
fuch  a  ProjeQ:  before  any  of  them  had  travelled 
Weflward,  and  feparated  themfelves  ( as  you 
fuppofe  they  did)  from  the  common  Body  of 
Mankind,  Befides,  it  could  fcarcely  have  en¬ 
tered 
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fered  Then  into  their  Heads  to  conceive,  that 
an)  fucceeding  Age  would  ever  doubt  of 
their  having  had  a  Common  Origin  $  much  lefs 
is  it  probable  that  they  fhould  have  taken  fuch 
Pains  to  prevent  what  was  fo  unlikely  to  happen. 
And  laftly,  if  this  was  all  their  Intent,  how 
can  you  reconcile  it  with  the  Arrogance  and 
Preemption  which  you  fuppofe  them  to 
have  been  guilty  of  in  this  Attempt?  Such  a 
Defign  was  molt  certainly  a  laudable  one,  was 
of  ufe  to  Religion  and  Civil  Life*  and  God 
could  never  have  been  fo  offended  at  it,  as  to 
confound  their  Language  and  difperfe  Men 
who  had  fo  innocent  an  Intent  as  this.  Thefe 
Objections  I  made  to  your  awkward  Suppo- 
fition  j  but  you  have  thought  them  not  worthy  of 
the  leaft  mention :  A  flrong  Prefumption  that 
they  are  not  to  be  anfwered  by  You,  who  never 
mifs  an  Opportunity,  but  often  make  one,  of 
fetting  an  Adverfary  forth  to  the  utmofl  Dif¬ 
ad  vantage  !  This  will  appear  from  what  fol¬ 
lows. 

I  had  mentioned  the  old  Greek  and  Latin 
Verfions  of  this  Text  now  before  us,  as  ren- 
dring  the  latter  Part  of  it,  before  we  be  feat - 
teredo  Sec.  inflead  of  left  we  be  fcattered ,  &c. 
This  Tranflation  of  theirs  I  happened  to  call 
an  Idle  one ;  with  what  Pleafure  do  you  pre- 
fently  catch  it  up  I  How  ready  are  you  to  make 
the  mdft  of  it  and  to  charge  me  with  rajhlycen- 
furing  the  old  Greek  Verfton  and  calling  it  an  idle 
"Tranflation  !  p.  <5f.  But  is  this  the  Truth  of  the 
Matter?  Do  I  charge  the  whole  Verfion  with 
Idlenefs  ?  Is  it  not  plain  that  I  was  fpeaking 
of  that  fingle  Paflage  only?  Read  my  Words 
again,  and  you  mult  find  it  fo.  But  what 
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JJxcufe  wiP  you  make  for  your  felf,  Sir,  when 
to  aggravate  my  fuppos’d  Rafhnefs  of  Ex- 
preffion,  yoii  tell  me  that  the  Greek  Verfion 
of  the  LXX  Interpreters  was  authenticated 
(i as  it  were)  by  our  Saviour?  Where,  when, 
and  how?  Pray  inform  us  of  this  new  Difco- 
vcry  more  particularly :  Did  our  Saviour  ever 
quote  this  Verfion?  Did  he  ever  fpeak  Greek 
at  all?  If  you  have  any  Proofs  of  this  Point, 
be  fo  good  as  to  communicate  them  to  the 
Learned  World  5  and  they  will  tend  more  to 
your  Credit  as  a  Scholar  (I  can  allure  you) 
than  any  thing  which  you  have  offered 
throughout  your  whole  Defence. 

I  have  now  finished  my  Reply  to-  the  De¬ 
fence,  which  you  make  upon  the  Fifteen  Quo¬ 
tations  ( few  in  proportion  to  what  deferved 
fuch  a  Cenfure,  but  yet  the  only  Fifteen) 
which  I  objefted  to  as  grofs  and  plain  Mif- 
reprefentations.  You  proceed  next  to  vindi¬ 
cate  your  Hiftorical  Fa£h ;  Thefe  you  reduce 
to  the  Number  of  Two,  and  then  of  One, 
and  then  of  None,  by  a  happy  Sagacity  of 
Reckoning  as  well  as  Realbniiig.  Had  I 
leifure,  I  could  make  ample  amends  for  my 
former  Deficiency  in  Number  on  this  head : 
But  I  compute  thofe  Hiftorical  Fa&s,  which 
I  objefted  to  in  my  firll  Reply,  to  be  Five  in 
Number,  tho’the  Four  firfl  having  fome  Re¬ 
lation  to  each  other  I  ranged  them  under  one 
Article. 

(1.)  The  firfl:  Hiftorical  Fa£t  including  the 
three  others  annexed  to  it,  was  whether  Egypt 
was  fo  Polite  and  Learned  and  Flour ijhing  a  Nation 
in  Mofesb  time,  and  the  Jews  fo  rude  and  illi¬ 
terate  ,  3s  you  have  reprefented  them.  The 

Subftance 


[40] 

Subftance  of  what  I  offer’d  on  this  head,  was, 
that  tho’  your  Opinion  in  favour  of  the  An¬ 
tiquity  of  the  Egyptian  Learning  had  long 
prevailed  in  the  World,  yet  now  that  Sir 
Jfaac  Newton's  Chronology  had  appear’d  and 
given  fo  different  an  Account  of  that  Matter, 
with  fuch  Appearance  of  Probability  againft 
the  common  Sentiment,  it  was  not  fair  and 
equitable  in  you  to  put  off  the  old  Principles 
in  Chronology,  as  undoubted  Truths,  and  as 
if  nothing  had  been  faid  by  that  Great  Au¬ 
thor  to  confute  or  weaken  them. 

It  feems  that  in  one  place  I  had  called  what 
Sir  lfaac  has  offered  on  that  Point  his  Difco - 
v erics  ^  and  in  another  his  Demonftrations.  This 
you  reprefent  at  every  turn  as  an  Abfurdity ,  and 
tell  me  that  had  I  reflected  what  a  Demonftration 
meant ,  I  could  never  have  applied  it  to  a  Syftem  of 
Chronology ,  p.  69  But  why  not,  Sir?  becauie 
there  are  mathematical  Demonftrations  j  does  it 
follow  that  there  is  no  other  fort  of  Demonftra¬ 
tions?  Convince  your  Readers  firft  that  Eufebius's. 
Work  called,  Demonftratio  Evangelica ,  carries 
Nonfenfe  in  the  very  Title.  Convince  them  firft 
that  Bifhop  Patrick  knew  nothing  of  what  a 
Demonftration  meant,  when  he  applied  thisWord, 
juft  as  I  did,  to  Chronology  >  for  his  Note  on 
Gen.  xi.  1.  concludes  thus,  as  the  moft  learned 
Primate  Ufher  has  demonft rated  in  his  Annals . 
Whenever  the  Proof  is  as  ftrong,  as  the  na¬ 
ture  of  the  Subjedt  treated  on  will  allow  of, 
it  is  called  a  Demonftration  j  and  the  Etymo- 
logy  of  the  Word  as  well  as  the  the  Common 
Ufe  of  it  juftifies  this  Senfe.  However  my 
Miftake  is  reprefented-  ftill  greater  5  for  I  call 
the  fame  things  Demonftrations  and  Difcoveries 
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loo*  and  this  (you  fay)  is  an  Abfurdity  in  me  : 
But  pray,  what  was  it  in  Archimedes ,  when 
having  hit  upon  that  famous  Demonfir  at  ion, 
he  ran  about  the  Streets  and  cry ’d  I 

have  difcovered  it  ? 

As  to  the  Point  in  Queilion,  viz .  the 
Learning  and  Flouriihing  Condition  of  Egypt 
in  Mofes’s  time,  you  fcorn  to  make  it  good  a - 
gainft  me ,  who  (you  fay)  feem  to  know  but  little 
of  the  Matter ,  p.  dp.  I  am  content,  Sir,  that 
you  fhould  try  your  Strength  againft  fome 
more  learned  Adverfary.  If  I  am  rightly  in¬ 
formed,  the  late  learned  Dr.  Woodward  has  left 
in  MS.  a  Difcourfe  to  fhewthat  the  Egyptians 
borrowed  all  their  Learning  from  the  Hebrews , 
and  to  prove  likewife  that  Mofes  their  great 
Lawgiver  had  a  Divine  Million  and  Autho¬ 
rity.  This  curious  Piece  may  poffibly  fee  the 
Light  foon,  and  then.  Sir,  you  may  drefs  up 
your  Anfwer  againft  it  with  all  that  Strength 
of  Reafon,  Exa&nefs  of  Quotation,  and  De¬ 
cency  of  Language,  which  you  appear  to  be 
mailer  of.  And  I  the  rather  advife  you  to 
choofe  him  out  for  an  Adverfary,  becaufe  you 
mu  ft  (I  think)  acknowledge  Him  to  have  been 
k  Gentleman  of  great  Genius  and  Learning, 
and  every  way  qualified  for  the  Examination 
of  thefe  Points.  A  Chara&er  which  even  Sir 
Ifaac  Newton  is  not  allowed  by  You*  who 
p.  70.  declare  it  as  your  Opinion  that  for  a 
thorough  Knowledge  of  Antiquity ,  and  the  whole 
Compafs  of  Greek  and  Egyptian  Learning  there 
have  been  and  now  are  Men  as  far  fuperior  to 
Him ,  as  Lie  within  his  proper  Character  is  fupe~ 
rior  to  every  body  elfe.  How  low  is  the  great 
Newton  placed  in  your  Opinion  of  him !  But 
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however  ignorant  you  think  he  was  in  thefe 
Points,  you  have  vouchfafed  him  fuch  an  An- 
fwer  as  fhews  that  there  is  a  Step  in  Knowledge 
ftill  lower  than  that  which  you  have  been 
pleafed  to  aflign  him.  Some  Pages  you  have 
vouchfafed  to  beftow  upon  what  He  has  faid 
in  his  large  and  elaborate  Treatife  of  Chrono¬ 
logy:  But  with  what  Succefs  let  any  Reader 
judge,  who  has  ever  looked  into  that  judicious 
Work  as  well  as  into  your  flight  Anfwer  to 
it.  Sir  Ifaac  Newton ,  p.  ip$.  attempting  to 
prove  that  Ofiris ,  Bacchus ,  or  Sejoftris  was 
the  fame  Perfon  as  Sefac  or  Shijhac ,  enume¬ 
rates  about  thirteen  Particulars  in  which  the 
Hiftorians  agree  to  afcribe  the  fame  things  to 
them:  You  in  citing  this  Paflage  drop  all  the 
Particulars,  except  fix*  and  then,  the  g  reate  ft 
Part  and  the  moft  material  of  them  being  con¬ 
cealed  from  your  Reader,  you  call  his  Argu¬ 
ment  mere  Conjecture.)  and  gravely  conclude 
that  he  might  as  well  have  faid  that  they  mufi 
all  he  the  fame  with  Alexander  the  Great ,  fmce  the 
fame  Actions  are  alfo  attributed  to  him ,  p.  7p.  This 
I  give  as  one  flagrant  Inftance  of  your  Parti¬ 
ality  in  Quoting.  Vain  Effort,  to  think  of 
confuting  fuch  a  Writer  by  fuch  an  unfair  and 
fuperficial  Anfwer!  But  whenever  you  fhall 
be  more  at  leifure,  or  better  inclined,  to  exa¬ 
mine  his  Arguments  candidly  and  throughly ; 
and  whenever  you  fhall  think  fit  to  treat  this 
Subject  fully,  I  will  venture  to  fay  that  you 
fhall  not  want  one,  who  will  attempt  to  do 
Juftice  to  Sir  Ifaac' s  Proofs,  and  (as  far  as  he 
can)  to  that  fide  of  the  Queftion.  And  with 
this  Promife  I  will  leave  you  in  Pofleffion  ( if 
you  think  fo)  of  that  Queftion. 
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I  have  only  one  thing  more  which  I  would 
obferve  on  this  Article  before  I  leave  it:  I 
had  faid  that  there  are  no  grounds  from  the 
Scripture  Story  to  conclude  that  the  fetting  up  of 
the  Golden  Calf  in  the  Wilder nefs^  was  to  recal 
the  Worfhip  of  the  Egyptian  Apis :  This  you 
call,  in  p.  8y.  a  betraying  my  Ignorance  of  Scrip* 
ture  Story :  But  how  does  this  appear  !  Why 
you  quote  three  Texts  of  Scripture,  which 
at  moft  only  fhew  that  the  Jews  learned  the 
Practice  of  Idolatry  in  general  from  the  Egyp¬ 
tians  *  not  that  they  worfliipped  thofe  very 
Idols  which  the  Egyptians  did:  But  all  this 
while  you  mifreprefent  me:  For  by  the  Scrip¬ 
ture  Story  I  meant,  and  could  mean,  no  other 
than  the  Story  as  related  in  Exod.  32,.  from 
whence  I  drew  my  Arguments  to  prove  that 
the  Jews  in  that  Aik  did  intend  to  worfhip 
Jehovah ,  the  God  who  brought  them  out  of  the 
Land  of  Egypt :  Not  Apis  or  any  other  of  the 
Egyptian  Gods,  in  Oppofition  to  whom  and 
with  the  Definition  of  whom  they  came  out 
of  Egypt :  From  this  Scripture  Story  I  then 
faid  and  flill  affert,  that  there  are  no  grounds 
to  conclude  the  Golden  Calf  to  have  been  fee 
up  for  the  Worfhip  of  the  Egyptian  Apis :  If  any 
other  Texts  of  Scripture  favour  your  Opi¬ 
nion  (tho’  I  think  they  do  not),  yet  this  Afler- 
tion  of  mine  can  never  betray  my  Ignorance  m 
Scripture ,  But  by  the  way,  Sir,  fhould  not 
thofe  who  are  fo  free  and  frequent  in  charging 
others  with  Ignorance  of  Scripture ,  be  very  lure 
that  they  themfelv.es  are  not  guilty  of  the  very 
fame  which  they  are  reproaching  others  with  ? 
And  yet,  in  p.  78.  you  fay  that  at  JacobV 
Defcent  into  Egypt  the  whole  Pofterity  of  Abra- 
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reached  only  the  Number  of  Seventy  Perfons ? 
SS“,  Perfon.  ™d«d  went  dow»  W. 

into  E" ypt  ■  But  were  They  the  whole 
Petrify  of  Abraham?  Have  you  forgot  then 
the  Defendants  of  Ifhmael  and  Efau .  So  nu¬ 
merous,  that  fome  learned  Men  have  reckon- 
S  them  to  have  been  feven  times  more  than 
the  Family  of  Jacob.  I  could  give  more  In- 
ftances  of  your  Negligence  in  reporting  Scnp- 
fural  Fatts:  But  this  perhaps  may  fuffice  at 
Sent,  and  may  lbew  you  the  Neceffity  of 
confidering  things  better,  before  you  throw 
i  Charges  for  the  future. 

°l  The  laft  HiftoricSal  Fa a  which  I  contefted 
with  vou,  was  in  relation  to  the  Confufion  of  Lan- 
ZZ1  at  Babel:  This  you  thought  was  to  be 
accounted  for  without  the  help  of  the  Mira¬ 
cle  recorded  by  Mofes,  or  of  any  Divine  In- 

tC  You'' were  of  Opinion  that  all  the  Variety 
of  Lmzuay.es  obfervable  in  the  World  may  be  ac¬ 
counted  for  by  natural  Caufes,  exclufive  of  any  Mi¬ 
racle  or  extraordinary  Interpofihon  of  God.  To 
dtfprove  this  AiTertion,  I  asked  you  .Whether 
any  or  all  o  f  your  Natural  Caufes  could  produce 
n/ch  a  Variety  of  Languages,  as  that  the  things 
ruhich  are  of  mofl  common  ufe  in  Life ,  and  which 

7 lkn  f.  <4  D‘J  6<**  i’A-'L'T 

in  different  Countries  to  be  exprejfed  by  Words , 
Mohave  not  the  leaf  Affinity  with  one  another, 
no  not  fo  much  as  in  one  Radical  Better.  In 
Support  of  this  Quellion  Iinftanced  m  Water, 
Hmd  Foot ,  Head,  Mouth ,  Sec.  and  Ihewed 
that  ’they  are  exp  relied  by  quite  difreient 
"Words  in  different  Languages  This  you 
cMl trifling  /  Taft,  you  lay,  isaga.nft  me :  How. 
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Why  by  mixing  and  blending  the  Sounds  of  con¬ 
curring  Nations ,  new  Names  have  been  formed 
for  the  moft  necejfary  things  of  Life ,  as  well  as 
the  moft  obvious  Parts  of  the  Body ,  e.g.  one  Part 
of  Italy  anciently  called  the  Mouth  Stoma;  the 
other  Part ,  Os  5  now  all  call  it  Bocca,  &c* 
Pray,  Sir,  who  were  they  in  that  Part  of  Italy 
that  called  the  Mouth  Stoma  ?  Were  they  not 
Greeks?  Is  this  then  any  difproof  of  what  I 
had  faid,  viz.  that  Mouth  is  Stoma  in  Greeks 
and  Os  in  Latin  ?  Thofe  Greeks  by  being  in 
Italy  did  not  ceafe  to  be  Greeks ,  nor  was  their 
Language  any  other  than  the  Greek  one,  where- 
foever  it  was  fpoken.  Now  you  fay  all  call  it 
Boeca:  Why  now  ?  Was  not  Bucca  an  old 
Latin  Word,  ufed  at  the  fame  time  that  Os 
was?  You  feem  to  infinuate  the  contrary, 
nay  you  build  your  Argument  on  the  contrary  ; 
for  if  the  ancient  Latins  called  it  Bucca  as  the 
modern  Italians  call  it  Boccay  this  will  not  ferve 
you  as  an  Inftance  (tho’  you  bring  it  for  one) 
of  New  Names  having  been  formed  for  the 
moft  obvious  Parts  of  the  Body.  The  fame  Re¬ 
mark  might  be  made  upon  what  you  have  faid 
concerning  the  different  Names  for  the  Eye 
and  the  Ear ;  the  Anfvver  to  your  former  In- 
flance  will  ferve  for  thefe;  tho’  the  Fallacy 
of  them  all  is  fo  vifible,  that  perhaps  I  have 
need  to  ask  the  Reader’s  Pardon  that  I  have 
given  any  of  them  a  diftinft  Examination, 

You  repeat  your  Sentiment  in  favour  of 
the  Power  of  Natural  Caufes  only  to  effeft 
fuch  a  Variety  as  there  is  feen  in  Languages; 
and  you  attempt,  p.  pz.  to  explain  it  farther 
again  ft  me  by  faying.  It  was  the  natural  and 
•  necejfary  Mutability  of  all  human  things ,  that 
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forced  Men  by  Degrees  to  change  their  old  Words, 
for  the  more  prevailing  Sounds  of  fuch  People  as 
had  then  got  the  Superiority  or  principal  Rule  in 
the  Country 

This  being  the  laft  Argument  in  your  De¬ 
fence,  we  may  fiippofe  that  you  intend  it  for 
a  ftrong  and  fubftantial  one,  fuch  as  fhall 
leave  a  good  Impreflion  on  the  Readers  in 
favour  of  your  Strength  of  Reafoning.  But 
permit  me,  Sir,  to  ask  you  one  Queftion, 
tho*  it  fhould  prove  a  troublefome  one  to 
anfwer,  viz.  Whence  thofe  more  prevailing 
Sounds  arofe,  and  how  thofe  who  had  got  the 
Superiority  and  principal  Rule  came  themfelves 
to  have  Words  fo  different  from  thofe  of 
the  Country  which  they  conquered?  When 
you  anfwer  this  Queftion  clearly,  you  will 
be  able  to  fee  that  this  Prop  of  your  former 
Affertionis  but  a  weak  one,  and  that  it  accounts 
for  the  Change  of  Words  in  the  one  Cafe 
by  an  Argument  which  leaves  the  Matter  ftill 
unaccounted  for  in  the  other.  If  this  be 
reafoning,  I  am  content  to  be  without  it. 

By  this  time,  Sir,  the  Reader  (I  believe) 
has  fully  feen  how  little  Credit  your  Writings 
deferve  in  their  Appeals  to  the  Authors  which 
you  cite.  But  the  moft  important  Part  of 
your  Defence  ftill  remains  to  be  examined;  I 
mean  that  which  more  openly  and  dire&ly 
attempts  to  weaken  the  Authority  of  Mo fes. 

Your  Sentiments  upon  this  head  lie  icatter’d 
in  feveral  Pages  of  your  Defence ;  but  I  fhall 
take  the  trouble  to  bring  them  a  little  nearer 
together,  that  the  Reader  may  fee  them  more 
diitin&ly  under  one  View. 


You 
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You  plead  for  (a)  fome  Liberty  of  thinking  as 
to  the  Divinity  of  the  Jewifh  f acred  Books .  You 
ask  (b)  What  it  is  that  we  Chriflians  are  obliged 
to  believe  of  the  Story  of  the  Serpent  tempting 
Eve  ?  And  contend  for  our  undemanding  Mo- 
fes’s  Account  of  Paradife ,  the  Creation  of  Man 
and  his  Fall  as  an  Allegory  only  5  upon  this 
Suppofition,  (c)  that  the  Letter  is  found  in  FaCl 
contradictory  to  Reafon  and  the  Notions  we  have 
of  God .  i.  ou  fay  that  (d)  the  Suppofition  of 
fome  Degree  of  Fiction  and  Fable  or  Political  Ly¬ 
ing  may  pojfibly  be  found  neceffary  to  the  folving 
the  Difficulties  of  the  Mofaic  Writings ,  without 
any.  hurt  to  their  Authority  or  Advantage  to  Infi¬ 
delity.  You  recommend  (e)  moderate  and  qua¬ 
lified  Sentiments  concerning  the  Divine  Origin  of 
the  Jewifh  Law  and  the  Divine  Infpiraiion  of 
its  Founder  Mofes :  and  fpeaking  of  Him  you 
obferve  that  (J7)  a  Perfuafion  of  being  under  the 
particular  Guidance  of  God —  will  always  have 
more  or  lefs  Influence  on  the  Mind ,  as  it  falls  in 
with  a  Confutation  more  or  lefs  inclined  to  Super- 
ftition  or  Enthufiafm  ( the  peculiar  Character  of 
the  Jewifh  Nation )5  which  is  apt  to  impute  every 
laudable  Thought  and  fuccefsful  Action  to  the  [pe¬ 
dal  Suggeftion  and  AJfi fiance  of  Heaven  :  Which 
Words  muff  be  underftood  to  exprefs  your  own 
Sentiments  and  not  thofe  of  Jofephus $  for  it 
is  well  known  that  the  Aim  of  many  Parts 
of  his  Works  was  to  fhew,  that  the  Jews 
were  the  free  ft  from  Superftition  and  Enthu¬ 
fiafm  of  any  Nation  under  Heaven.  And  (to 


(a)  Def.  p.  42.  (b)  lb.  p.  13. 

(d)  lb.  p,  45.  (e)  Letter.  p.2&. 


(O  tb.  p. 

(f)  Def.  p,  31. 
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add  no  more)  when,  under  the  Covert  of  Jo- 
fephus's  Name,  you  had  reprefented  the  Miracles 
of  Mofes  as  not  (a),  real  but  pretended  ones,  and 
had,  to  obviate  all  Offence ,  beg'd  the  Reader  to  re- 
member ,  that  you  were  not  declaring  your  own 
Sentiments  but  thofe  of  Jofephus,  you  forbear 
to  declare  that  Your  Sentiments  are  different 
from  thofe  which  you  impute  to  Jofephus  /  which 
you  would  hardly  have  fail’d  to  do,  if  they 
had  been  different  *  fmce  you  could  not  but 
apprehend  that  your  filence  on  this  head,  at 
this  time,  would  be  fo  far  from  obviating  all 
Offence ,  that  it  muff  neceflarily  increafe  it. 

This  is  the  Figure  which  you  make  in  your 
Letter  and  Defence  of  it:  An  attentive  Reader 
fees  what  your  Scheme  is,  tho’  the  feveral 
Parts  of  it  lie  disjointed  and  difperfed  thro’ 
many  Pages. — Invenias  etiam  di'sjetti  membra — . 

There  are  two  Points  then  which  it  may 
be  of  ufe  to  examine  :  The  one,  Whether  Mo- 
fes’i  Account  of  the  Creation  and  Fall  of  Man  is 
to  be  underflood  literally  or  not :  The  other, 
Whether  the  Religion  and  Laws ,  which  Mofes 
delivered  to  the  Jews,  had  a  Divine  Origin  and 
Authority . 

I.  That  Mofes' s  Account  of  the  Creation 
and  Fall  of  Man  is  not  to  be  underftood  Lite¬ 
rally,  you  would  perfuade  us  by  aflerting, 
That  there  is  much  My  fiery  in  it ,  and  that  there¬ 
fore  all  the  Parts  of  it  cannot  be  Literally 
true-.  That  the  Letter  of  it  is  in  Fatt  found  con¬ 
tradictory  to  Reafon  and  the  Notions  we  have  of 
God-y  and  laftly,  That  the  Primitive  Writers  in 


(a)  Def.  p.  32,  33. 
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general  not  only  followed  the  Allegorical  Way  of  in¬ 
terpreting  it ,  but  looked  upon  this  way  to  be  on  many 
Occafions  the  only  Method  of  vindicating  it. 

Let  us  fee  what  Truth  there  is  in  thefe  three 
AiTertions. 

That  there  is  certainly  much  Myftery  in  the  Story 
you  allure  us  5  but  where  is  it  to  be  found  ?  When 
we  go  to  interpret  the  Words  of  that  Sentence, 
which  God  pronounced  concerning  the  Enmity 
bet  wen  the  Serpent  and  the  Woman ,  1  confefs  that 
we  afcribe  a  myftical  Meaning  to  them*  and 
we  have  good  Warrant  for  fo  doing:  But  Hill 
the  Story  it  felf  in  all  the  Parts  of  it  lies  open 
and  plainj  fbill  it  is  Literally  true,  that  fuch  a 
Sentence  was  pronounced  by  God.  By  a  wonder¬ 
ful  Facility  you  have  of  confounding  one  Word 
with  another,  you  ufe  Myftery ,  Allegory ,  Figure , 
and  Metaphor ,  as  all  of  them  meaning  the  fame 
thing.  Hence  you  fay,  p.  14.  that  God  made 
Man,  is  accepted  Literally  \  but  after  his  own 
Imaqe,  in  a  Figurative  or  Metaphorical  Senfe :  Does 
a  Metaphor  ufed  in  Writing  by  Cicero  or  any  other 
Author  make  what  he  fays  lefs  Literally  true? 
you  will  not  affirm  it  furely.  Again,  you  fay 
that  the  Serpent  (Literally  underftood  before),  when 
he  accofts  Eve,  becomes  an  Allegorical  Beaft.  What 
a  Mifapplication  is  here  of  the  Word  Alle¬ 
gory?  Did  the  Serpent  ceafe  to  be  truly  and  pro¬ 
perly  a  Beaft,  becaufe  it  was  influenced  and  actu¬ 
ated  at  that  time  by  fome  other  Being,  as  the 
New  Teftament  warrants  us  to  lay  ?  With  whar 
Propriety  then  could  you  compare  the  Story, 
p.  14.  to  the  very  Serpent  it  treats  of<y  as  all  over 
[potted  and  fpeckledFere  with  Letter ,  and  there  with 
Myftery?  The  Prettinefs  of  the  Thought  feems  to 
have  made  you  overlook  the  want  of  Juftnefs  in 
it:  For  (to  ufe  your  own  Similitude )  it  may  be 
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more  truly  faid,  that  as  the  Serpent  was  a  real 
and  proper  Serpent ,  tho’  animated  at  that  time 
by  an  invifible  Spirit  >  fo  the  Story  is  Literally 
true,  tho’  with  regard  to  its  Interpretation  it  in¬ 
cludes  a  Myftery  in  the  Letter. 

In  the  next  place  you  intimate  that  the  Letter 
of  this  Story  is  in  Faff  contradictory  to  Reafon  and 
the  Notions  we  have  of  God ,  p.  if.  In  your  Letter 
to  Dr.  IV.  you  had  talk’d  to  the  fame  purpofe, 
p.  1 8,  ip.  and  the  Inftances  which  you  there 
give,  are  no  others  than  what  have  been  often 
objedled  to  and  as  often  juftified  and  cleared  fuffi- 
ciently.  The  laft  Authors  which  have  entered 
into  this  Subjedt,  are  the  learned  and  ingenious 
Compilers  of  the  Univerfal  Hiftory ,  now  publifti- 
ing  \  who  have  in  p.  60.  given  fuch  an  Anfwer  to  the 
Cavils  that  you  have  raifed  up  again,  as  may  fatis- 
fy  any  candid  Enquirer  into  fo  difficult  a  Matter. 
To  that  Hiftory  therefore  I  refer  you,  which 
with  great  Clearnefs  of  Expreffion  and  Argument 
too  fupports  the  Letter  againft  the  fuppofed  Alle¬ 
gory  of  Mofes’s  Account,  and  (hews  how  the  fe- 
veral  Circumftances  of  it  may  be  reconciled  to 
Reafon  and  our  Notions  of  God.  I  (hall  only  fay 
thus  much  on  the  Occafion  *  that,  if  it  can  be 
fhewn  confiftent  with  Reafon  and  our  Notions  of 
God ,  (as  it  certainly  may),  that  God  ftioujd  punifh 
Men  at  all  for  their  Sins,  all  the  Objections, 
which  you  have  ftarted  againft  the  Literal  Story  of 
the  Fall  of  Man  and  the  Puniftiment  enfuing,  are 
eafily  anfwered*  it  being  evidently  as  juft  in  God 
to  punifti  immediately ,  as  at  a  diftance  of  Time  $ 
to  punifti  Man  by  curfing  the  Earth  for  his  fake, 
as  to  inflidt  the  Puniftiment  upon  his  Perfon,  i$c. 
But  I  forbear  to  go  further  on  this  Subjedt,  till 
you  exprefs  your  Cavils  more  fully  and  expli- 
citely. 


Your 
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Your  lad  Allegation  againd  the  Truth  of 
the  Literal  Story  is,  that  you  have  not  only 
the  Authority  of  the  Primitive  Fathers  and  heft 
Jewifh  IVriters ,  for  recurring  to  the  Allegorical  Ex¬ 
po  fit  ion ,  p.  if.  hut  that  they  efteemld  this  to  he  on 
many .  Occafions  the  only  Method  of  vindicating  the 
Mofaic  Account ,  p.  17. 

This  is  boldly  pronounced  5  we  fhall  fee  by  and 
by  what  Truth  there  is  in  it. 

In  the  mean  while,  Sir,  let  me  ask,  why  you 
produce  Philo ,  Clemens ,  and  Eufebius^  as  Patrons 
of  the  Allegorical  Interpretation.  No  one  denies 
that  thofe  Writers  run  much  into  that  fanciful 
Method  $  tho’,  if  I  midake  not,  none  of  the 
PafTages  which  you  have  produced  from  them  to 
prove  it  make  good  your  Aflertion:  You  have 
midaken  the  Senfe  of  every  one  of  them.  But 
fuppofing  the  Fad  to  be  True,  what  will  you  in¬ 
fer  from  thence  ?  Will  you  undertake  to  fliew, 
that  becaufe  they  interpreted  this  Part  of  Scrip¬ 
ture  Allegorically,  they  did  not  believe  it  to  have 
been  Literally  true?  Will  you  doop  to  be  an 
humble  Follower  of  Mr.  HAolfton  in  this  Argu¬ 
ment  ?  If  you  will,  you  mud  he  content  to  take 
a  Share  of  his  Shame  as  well  as  his  Reafoning  ; 
and  the  Anfwers,  which  have  been  given  to  Him 
on  this  head,  may  equally  ferve  for  your  Confu¬ 
tation. 

But  let  us  examine  your  Authorities :  Philo 
dands  at  the  head  of  them:  and  I  allow  that  it 
was  his  way  to  turn  every  thing  alrnod  into  Alle- 
gory  j  but  he  more  than  once  cautions  his  Readers 
^aind  departing  from  the  Letter  of  the  Old 
Tedament,  fa)  for  (fays  he)  all  the  Ceremonies  re - 
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l a  ting  to  the  IForJhip  of  the  Temple  and  a  thoufand 
other  Precepts  would  be  neglected,  if  we  were  to 
confine  our  f  elves  only  to  the  Allegorical  Signifies 
Hon:  And  he  allures  us  that  Mofes  did  not  con¬ 
tent  himfelf  in  his  Hiftory  with  (a)  faying  things 
likely  or  probable ,  but  he  followed  the  plain  and  naked 
Truth .  In  this  View  therefore,  the  firft  Paflage, 
which,  you  produced,  p.  if.  from  Philo ,  is  to  be 
confidered,  and  then  it  will  ferve  no  purpofe  of 
yours :  But  the  fecond  PafTage  of  Philo  which 
you  give  us,  p.  16.  fully  implies  the  Truth  of 
the  literal  Story,  when  it  is  rightly  tranflated. 
(b)  Thefe  things  (fays  he)  are  not  mythologic  Fiffions^ 
fuch  as  the  Poets  and  Sophifters  delight  in 3  but 
Jaynara  twg>v  fuch  (Faffs)  as  Jhew  forth  Types , 
inviting  us  to  fearch  for  the  Allegorical  Senfe ,  in  the 
way  of  figurative  Interpretation :  And  whoever  fol¬ 
lows  the  mo  ft  probable  Conjeffure  may  properly  fay 
that  the  Serpent  fpoken  of  is  the  Symbol  of  Plea - 
fure .  In  this  Paflage  any  one  may  fee  that  the 
Word  dei y/xara  as  oppos’d  to  Mythologic  Fiffions  mull 
certainly  imply  true  and  real  Fafts,  related  with- 


(4)  Ou  ta  dr/oTA  x)  'sri&a va  Mavrnc  accta^z^),  r  q  aKrr 
AKpAtpi'ti  y.zT aS* icliiei.  De  Sacrif.  Abel.  p.  132. 

(b)  ’Eri  5  7AVTA  «  'TST \A<T  IX  AT  A  [JLV&X  01$  TO  •JQltniX.OV  ^ 
ffOtylTlKOV  CfcA Ac£  c tetfactTA  TVTTCOV  \lf  CtAAU- 

yoelAV  Kcthiflcov  x?  tas  JV  xmvoiuv  $m>J'otrw 

TU  BiKOT l  TO^AV^S)  (f)i) <Tei  75 &0‘HX,Qvl U{  T  dpi) fAfidV  0<plV 
tivAt  <rvy.Gohov.  De  Opif.  Mundi.  p.  36.  In  this  Pajfage  \ssjvvoia 
fignifies  an  Allegory  (45  Valeflus  {l Jews  the  Word  to  fignify  in  his 
Note  on  Euf.  Ecd.  Hift.  1.  2.  c.  17.J  for  want  of  knowing  which  ’ 
you  have  tranflated  the  faulty  Latin  Verfion  per  latentes  con-  1 
jefturas,  by  the  Difcovery  of  its  latent  and  hidden  Meaning: 
hut  what  Philo  exprejfes  here  by  cu  J't*  \aroi vauv  he 

exprejfes  in  De  Migr,  Abrah.  p.  402,  by  7#  fi  \ztqvqwv  /wAs- 
(jfytL, 

out 
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out  any  mixture  of  Fable  *  and  as  this  Word  is 
joined  to  ruTwy,  it  means  that  they  were  ‘typical 
as  well  as  True.  Thus  St.  Paul  in  i  Cor.  x.  n. 
fpeaking  of  fome  things,  which  he  certainly  be¬ 
lieved  to  have  Literally  happened  to  the  Jews  in 
the  Wildernefs,  fays  tvtoi  g-uuusjScuvov,  becaufe  thofe 
Events  were  typical  and  Figurative  of  what  was 
afterwards  to  befal  the  Church  of  Chrift.  In  the 
very  beginning  of  this  Treatife  concerning  the 
World,  Philo  explains  this  matter  fufficiently. 
He  obferves  (a)  that  fome  Lawgivers  propofed 
their  Laws  naked  and  without  any  Ornament  of  Fi¬ 
gure  or  Allegory  at  all,  which  he  thinks  poor 
and  low:  While  others  thought  to  heighten  the 
Dignity  of  their  Laws  by  conveying  Truths  un¬ 
der  Fiftions  and  Mythologic  Storjes.  And  then 
he  reprefents  Mofes  as  following  neither  of  thefe 
Methods  5  not  the  firft  becaufe  it  was  rude  and 
unphilofophical  \  not  the  latter,  becaufe  it  carried  a 
Lye  and  Deceit  along  with  it.  The  Confequence 
of  all  which  is,  that  Mopes' s  Method  was  to  wrap 
up  Truth  in  Truth,  a  Figurative  and  Allegorical 
Senfe  in  a  true  and  real  Hiftorical  Relation.  From 
this  Account  the  Reader  will  now  be  better  en¬ 
abled  to  judge  that  the  Paftage  under  Examina¬ 
tion  muft  be  underftood  to  allow  the  Literal  Truth 
of  the  Story  concerning  the  Serpent,  tho*  Philo 
reprefents  it  as  the  Symbol  of  Pleafure.  One  thing 
more  I  would  obferve  on  this  PafTage,  which  is, 
that  the  Word  aptly .  ox  properly  muft  by  the  Rules 
of  Conftru&ion  be  joined  with  (pyjo-ef,  and  not  with 
*r  ivov  ©<p iv ,  tho’  you  have  joined  it  with  thefe. 


(a)  Tuv  dhXecv  vopodeTuy  ot  ju :  cLK&Khd<7n<? a  ^  yvy.vd—— 

<hzT(tf;cLlf]o'  01  Q  - -  f. '/.vSiKolf  «2\cL<7[LtJL<n  TY)V  I^HCLV 

cMwpv4 Mavcrris  q  ixccrepoy  to  ju!  us  da^nrjov 

*)  J$/h9<roQQyt  to  P  d{  yoiiT&as,  dec. 

and 
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and  tranflated  the  Serpent  as  it  is  aptly  called ,  See. 
with  a  View,  one  may  fuppofe,  to  reprefent  Philo 
as  infinuating  that  the  Serpent  was  not  a  real  one, 
but  only  might  aptly  be  called  by  that  Name. 

So  that  Philo  himfelf  (as  has  been  fliewn)  al¬ 
lows  the  Literal  Truth  of  the  Story:  And  Jofe- 
phus  in  his  Antiquities  muft  be  necefiarily  under- 
flood  as  doing  the  fame,  becaufe  he  tells  it  in  all 
its  parts  as  having  Literally  happened?  What 
other  Ancient  JewiJh  Apologifts  have  you  new  on 
your  fide  of  the  Queftion? 

You  next  quote  Clemens  of  Alexandria^  and  Eu- 
fehius  to  fhew  that  they  both  believed  this  Story 
to  contain  an  Allegory :  and  fo  they  might  with¬ 
out  giving  up  the  Truth  of  the  Literal  Account. 
Both  thofe  Primitive  Writers  are  mifreprefen- 
ted  by  you,  as  I  could  eafily  fhew  3  but  fince 
you  do  not  exprefly  infer  (tho’  you  feem  to  in- 
finuate  it)  from  what  you  make  them  fay,  that  they 
muft  have  disbelieved  the  Literal  Story,  (which 
you  will  find  Eufehius  plainly  aliening  ill  Mont - 
faucon’s  nova  colie  blio ,  p.  2f8.)  I  am  content  to 
leave  you  in  pofleffion  of  thofe  Quotations, 
haftening  to  others  which  are  of  more  Impor¬ 
tance  to  be  carefully  examined. 

For  you  go  yet  farther  in  the  next  Paragraph, 
p.  17.  and  affirm  it  to  be  certain  and  undeniable 
that  the  Primitive  IVriters  in  general  efleemed  the 
Symbolical  or  Figurative  Interpretation  of  Scripture 
to  be  on  many  Occafions  the  only  IVay  of  vindicating 
it ,  p.  17.  To  prove  this,  you  again  refer  us  to 
Philo ,  and  I  refer  you  to  what  has  been  juft  now 
faid  for  his  real  Sentiments  on  this  matter.  Your 
next  Step  is  to  quote  Paflages  from  Barnabas' s 
Epiftle,  from  Fertullian  and  Origen-,  you  repre¬ 
fent  Barnabas  as  faying,  'That  the  Command  of  God 
about  abftaining  from  fome  Animals  does  not  impott  a 
real  Prohibition  to  eat:  fertullian ,  that  nothing  is 
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fo  contemptible  as  the  Mofaic  Laws  about  the  Dip* 
tinUion  of  Animal  Food :  and  Origen ,  that  if  we 
take  thofe  Laws  Literally ,  they  are  unworthy  of  God$ 
fome  of  the?n  contrary  to  Reafon  and  impofjible  to  be 
obferved ,  p.  17,  18.  For  what  Tertullian  and  Origen 
fay,  you  refer  us  to  Cotelerius*  %  Note  (Chap.  x.  Not . 
38.  Edit.  Clerici)  upon  the  Paflage  of  Barnabas . 
And  it  is  true,  that  thofe  Paftages  are  there  cited 
and  reprefented  juft:  as  you  have  given  them.  But 
let  me  ask,  Sir,  how  a  lover  of  Truth  came  to  flop 
juft  at  this  lucky  part  of  Cotelerius*  s  Note,  and 
not  to  acquaint  the  Reader  with  what  you  muft 
have  obferved  Cotelerius  immediately  fubjoining, 
•viz.  (a)  that  on  the  contrary  very  many  Paff ages  might 
be  collected  out  of  the  fame  Authors  which  fpeak  in 
praife  of  the  fame  Laws  of  Mofes .  Is  it  Ingenuity 
to  conceal  this,  and  reprefent  fo  material  a  Note 
fo  very  Partially  ? 

The  Truth  is  with  regard  to  the  Paflage  of 
Barnabas ,  that  Cotelerius  and  Menard  too  under- 
flood  it  aright  when  in  their  Notes  upon  the  place 
they  fuppofe  the  Expreffion  (however  ftrong)  to 
have  meant  no  more  than  that  the  Spiritual  Senfe 
was  principally  intended,  and  not  the  Literal  Senfe 
only,  by  the  Law  which  forbad  the  Jews  to  eat 
Swine’s  Flefh :  Parallel  to  this  of  Barnabas  are 
fuch  Scriptural  Expreffions  as  thefe,  Ifai.  1.  12, 
When  ye  come  to  appear  before  me^  who  hath  re¬ 
quired  this  at  your  handsj  to  tread  my  Courts? 
Jerem.  7.  23.  I  fpake  not  unto  your  Father j,  nor 
commanded  them^  in  the  day  that  I  brought  them 
out  of  Egypt ,  concerning  Burnt -Offerings  $  But  this 
commanded  I  them ,  fayingy  obey  my  voice ,  &c. 


(a)  Profe&o  col’igerentur  facile  plurima  e  diverfo  a b  iisdera 
Veteubus  in  laudem  iegum  eaiundem  commodius  relata. 
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As  for  what  Tertullian  is  reprefen  ted  by  Cotele * 
lerius  to  have  faid,  it  is  wholly  miftaken  by  that 
Learned  Annotator;  in  which  if  you  had  con- 
fulced  the  original  Author,  you  might  have  fatis- 
fied  your  felf.  The  Words  of  Tertullian  are  thefe 
(a)  What  is  fo  mean  as  the  Law  about  Retaliations  ? 
What  is  fo  contemptible  as  the  DiftinUion  of  Foods  : 
the  whole  Old  Fe ft  ament  is  the  Subject  of  Ridicule  to 
every  Heretic  5  for  God  has  chofen  the  foolijh  things 
of  the  World  to  confound  the  Wife:  Marcion’r  God 
does  nothing  like  this ,  8cc.  Where  it  is  plain,  that 
tertullian  fpeaks  Ironically;  that  he  reprefents 
Mar  cion9 s  way  of  thinking,  not  his  own ;  and  in¬ 
timates  that  none  but  Heretics,  none  but  fuch  as 
fet  up  for  Wifdom ,  thought  thefe  things  foolifh 
or  unworthy  of  God.  That  what  is  here  afcri- 
bed  to  tertullian ,  was  dire&ly  contrary  to  his  Opi¬ 
nion,  appears  from  what  Cotelerius  has  cited  from 
him  in  the  fame  Note  ( tho’  you  thought  fit  to  fay 
nothing  of  it) :  for  theFather  in  the  (£)fameTrea- 
tife  againft  Mar  cion  fays,  When  the  Law  forbids  the 
Jews  any  kind  of  Food ,  and  pronounces  fome  of  thofe 
Animals  unclean ,  which  God  at  the  Creation  called  Good , 
it  is  meant ,  that  they  Jhould  learn  to  exercife  Conti¬ 
nence ’,  and  lay  a  Reftraint  upon  their  Appetites ,  and 
that  it  Jhould  be  a  Guard  againft  Luft  and  Luxury . 
This  very  Paflagc  Cotelerius  quotes  at  large  in  the 
Note  which  you  refer  to,  and  introduces  it  there 
to  obviate  that  very  Charge  which  you  would  fallen  ' 


( a )  Quid  tam  humile  quam  talionis  indidio  ?  quid  tam  con"  » 
temptibiie  quam  ciborum  exceptio  :  totum,  quod  fciam,  V.  T*  , 
omnis  Htsreticus  irridet:  Stulta  enim  mundi  elegit  Deus  ut  con-  1 
fundat  fapientiam.  MarcionisDeus  nihil  tale. 

Contra  Marcion.  1.  5.  c.  5.  , 

(b)  Si  lex  aliquid  cibis  derrahit,  &:  immunda  pronunciat  ani- 
jmalia  quae  aliquando  benedi&a  funt,  conliiium  exercendae  con¬ 
tinent^  intellige,  Sc  frsenos  impofltos  guia: :  agnofce  fimul  Sc 
comitibus  guise,  libidini  &  luxurix,  profpe&UEn.  Ib.  1.  7..  c.  if. 

upop 
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Upon  Tertullian .  But  what  is  a  Warning  to  a  Man, 
Who  will  take  none? 

Your  fecond-hand  Quotation  from  Origen  ef- 
fedtually  carries  its  own  Difproof  along  with  it : 
For  when  he  fpeaks  of  things  impoffible  to  be  ob- 
feruedy  is  it  not  plain  that  he  could  not  be  fpeak- 
ing  of  the  Mofaic  Laws  concerning  the  DiftinClion 
of  Animal  Food ,  tho’  you  apply  his  Words  to 
Thefe  ?  Whatever  he  might  think  of  the  Rea- 
fonablenefs  of  thofe  Laws,  he  could  not  poffibly 
think  that  there  was  any  the  lead:  Impoffibility  of 
obferving  a  thing,  which  in  Fadt  (he  knew)  was 
always  obferved.  But  as  the  learned  Bilhop  Small * 
brokey  in  his  Vindication  of  our  Saviour's  Miracles 
againft  Mr.  Woolftony  has  fiiewn  at  large  what 
Origen  meant  by  fuch  Expreffions  as  thefe,  I  refer 
you  for  farther  Satisfadfion  on  this  Point  to  what 
he  hasfaid  Vol.  I.  p.  ioi,  &c. 

Thefe  are  Pafiages  which  you  call  certain  and 
undeniable  Authorities  for  the  Neceffity  of  vindi¬ 
cating  the  Laws  about  the  Diftindbion  of  Ani¬ 
mal  Food  by  figurative  Interpretation  only  5 
in  every  one  of  them  you  have  evidently  miftaken 
the  Meaning  of  the  Authors.  How  much  better 
had  you  done,  if  you  had  taken  a  Hint  from  the 
Subjedt  which  you  was  upon,  and  had  made  a 
Diftindtion  of  Quotations  too,  not  mixing  (as 
you  have  done)  the  Clean  with  the  TJncleany  fuch 
as  are  grofly  mifreprefented  with  fuch  as  honeft- 
ly  fpeak  to  your  purpofe ! 

We  have  now  been  that  the  Story  of  the  Crea¬ 
tion  and  Fall  of  Man,  does  not  ceafe  to  be  Li¬ 
terally  true,  tho9  it  fhould  have  Allegory  and 
Myftery  contained  in  fome  Expreffions  of  it  5 
That  it  has  nothing  contradictory  to  our  Reafon  and 
the  Notions  we  have  of  God$  and  That  none  of 
the  heft  Jewifti  Writers  and  Primitive  Father Sy  quo¬ 
ted  by  you,  do  rejedfc  the  Letter  of  it,  much  lefs 

H  fpeak 
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fpeak  of  the  figurative  Interpret  ion  as  the  only  Me - 
thod  of  vindicating  Scripture ,  in  fuch  Inftances  as 
you  apply  it  to  :  Let  us  confider  then  what  pofi- 
tive  Proof  there  is  for  the  Credibility  of  the 
plain,  unfigurative  Story.  The  Nature  of  the 
Account  as  it  Hands  in  Mofes's  Hiftory,  and  the 
Teftimony  given  to  it  in  the  Books  of  the  New 
Teftament,  are  both  ftrong  Arguments  for  the 
Truth  of  the  Literal  Senfe. 

If  there  ever  was  a  Hiftory  that  had  the  Ap¬ 
pearance  of  a  plain,  open  and  naked  Account  it 
is  that  in  the  Book  of  Genefis :  Every  other  part 
of  it  undoubtedly  contains  a  Literal  Relation: 
Why  then  fhould  we  defert  the  Letter  here  in  a 
direct  Inconfiftence  with  all  the  other  parts  of 
that  Hiftory  ?  And  to  what  purpofe  (we  may  ask) 
did  an  Allegorical  Story,  a  Truth  wrap’d  up  in 
Fidtion  ferve,  which  would  not  equally  have  been 
ferved  by  a  fair  and  obvious  Literal  Relation? 
Was  it  not  likely  that  This  would  be  as  well  re¬ 
ceived,  as  long  remembred,  and  much  better  un- 
derftood  than  the  Other?  Was  it  not  natural  for 
the  Relator  to  fufpedt  that  fuch  Fidtion,  if  vifible. 
Would  tend  to  leflen  all  his  Credit  in  other  parts 
of  his  Hiftory?  With  you  it  would  have  leften’d 
it,  I  perceive,  who  as  foon  as  you  have  declared 
the  Story  of  the  Fall  to  be  an  Allegory  only,  (a) 
think  it  Probable  that  it  was  drawn  from  Notions 
which  Mofes  imbibed  in  his  Youth  in  the  Schools  of 
the  Egyptians.  A  mere  School- boy’s  LefTon,  we 
are  to  fuppofe ! 

The  other  diredt  Proof  of  the  Truth  of  this 
Literal  Story  is  to  be  drawn  from  the  New  Tefta¬ 
ment,  written  by  thofe,  whom  (as  a  Chriftian) 
you  muft  believe  to  be  proper  Judges  in  this  Mat¬ 


ter, 


(aLctttr,  p.  24. 
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ter.  And  this  Teftimony  I  the  rather  appeal  to, 
becaufe  it  will  fhew  the  Rafhnefs  of  what  you 
aflert  in  p.  15.  that  the  Story  of  the  Serpent  de¬ 
pends  upon  the  single  ‘Teftimony  Qf  an  Author ,  who 
lived  above  2000  Tears  after  the  Fatt.  It  cannot 
be  expe&ed  that  in  the  New  Teftament  every 
Circumftance  relating  to  the  Creation  and  Fall 
of  Man  fliould  be  mentioned  >  becaufe  it  was  not 
the  bufinefs  of  its  Authors  to  prove  the  Truth 
of  the  Literal  Story,  which  no  Jew  doubted  or 
made  a  Scruple  to  believe.  But  our  Saviour  and 
his  Apoftles,  as  their  Argument  led  them,  have 
exprefly  recited  or  plainly  alluded  to  moft  of  them 
in  the  following  Paflages. 

St.  Paul  fays  in  1  Cor .  xv.  47.  that  Adam  was 
formed  out  of  the  Earth  :  and  in  1  Tim.  ii.  13, 
that  Adam  was  fir  ft  for  me  d9  then  Eve9  and  in  1  Cor . 
xi.  8.  that  the  Woman  was  of  the  Man9  i.eQ 

formed  out  of  him  >  which  manifeftly  fuppofes 
the  Story  of  1 Eve’s  Formation  out  of  Adam's  Rib9 
to  have  been  literally  true  5  tho’  You  with  your 
moft  Interpreters  would  have  it  wholly  Allegorical \ 
Our  blefled  Saviour  in  Matt,  xi x.  when  he  had 
cited  Mo  fie  s' s  Words  concerning  the  Divine  In-? 
llitution  of  Marriage,  For  this  Caufe  ftjall  a  Man 
leave  Father  and  Mother ,  and  fhall  cleave  to  his  Wife.  :■ 
and  they  twain  ftoall  be  one  Flefh\  draws  this  Infe«* 
rence  from  thofe  Words,  Wherefore  they  are  na 
more  twain  but  one  Flejh :  What  therefore  God  has. 
join'd  together ,  let  no  Man  put  a  funder  building 
his  Argument  plainly  upon  the  Letter  of  what 
Mofes  had  faid,  and  aflerting  his  Words  to  be  the 
Words  of  God.  Again  in  John  yiii.  44  he  fays 
that  the  Devil  was  a  Murderer  from  the  beginnings 
and  abode  not  in  the  Truths  and  St.  Paulk ays,  2  Cor . 
xi.  3.  that  the  Serpent  beguiled  Eve  thro'  his  Sub «* 
tilty :  Both  in  plain  Allufion  (I  think )  to  the  Li- 
teral  Account  which  Mofes  gives  us  that  a  Lye 

H  2  was 
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was  told  when  the  Serpent  faid  ye  Jhall  not  furely 
die ,  by  which  he  cauted  the  Ruin  of  our  firft  Pa¬ 
rents,  and  was  a  Murderer  from  the  beginning  \  and 
thefe  two  Paflages  prove  at  the  fame  time  that  the 
Serpent  which  thus  fpoke  to  them  was  animated 
and  a&uated  by  the  Devil.  Nay  the  very  Circum- 
ftance  of  Eve's  being  deceived  by  the  Serpent,  and 
afterwards  having  perfuaded  her  Husband  to  eat 
of  the  Fruit,  is  literally  understood  by  St.  Paul  in 
i  Tim.  ii.  14.  where  he  fays  that  Adam  was  not 
deceived,  but  the  Woman  being  deceived  was  in  the 
*Tranfgre]fion ,  i.e.  tho’  both  of  them  tranfgrefs’d, 
yet  it  was  the  Woman  only  which  was  beguiled 
into  the  Tranfgreffion  by  the  Serpent. 

I  lay  the  greater  Strefs  upon  thefe  Paflages  of 
the  New  Teftament,  becaufe  in  almoft  all  of 
them  an  Argument  is  drawn,  for  the  Proof  of 
fomething  in  Queftion,  from  the  literal  Story  ; 
which  would  never  have  been  done,  if  Chrift 
and  his  Apoftles  had  not  fully  believed  it,  and 
which  it  would  have  been  abfurd  to  have 
done,  if  they  had  underftood  (as  you  do)  Adam , 
Eve  and  the  Serpent  to  mean  in  an  Allegory,  only 
the  ( a )  Mind  of  Man ,  the  outward  Senjes  and  Lufi 
or  Pleafure . 

Upon  the  whole  then  of  this  Queftion  I  think. 
Sir,  that  as  reafonable  Men  we  may,  and  that  as 
Chriftians  we  muft  allow  the  Literal  Story  of  the 
Creation  and  Fall  of  Man  to  be  a  true  one. 

II.  I  come  now  to  the  other  important  Queftion, 
which  your  Cavils  have  made  it  neceflary  to  exa¬ 
mine,  Whether  the  Religion  and  Laws  of  Mofes  had  . 
a  Divine  Origin  or  not. 

You  plead,  p.  4f.  for  the  Suppofition  of  fome\ 
Degree  of  Fiction  as  neceffary  to  the  folving  the  Diffi¬ 


culties, 


■ 
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tulties  of  the  Mofaic  Writings*,  and  this  immedi¬ 
ately  after  you  have  quoted  Eufebius  as  averting 
that  in  the  Books  of  Mofes  there  are  infinite  Ex¬ 
amples  of  this  kind  of  Fictions  contrived  for  the  Bene¬ 
fit  of  the  Multitude .  Thus  by  pleading  for  the 
Allowance  of  fome  Degree  of  Fittion,  and  including 
infinite  Examples  under  that  Degree,  and  at  the 
fame  time  not  caring  to  let  us  know  what  part 
in  your  Opinion  is  free  from  Fittion-,  you  give 
me,  Sir,  and  all  that  I  have  talk’d  with  on  the 
Subject  too  much  Reafon  for  fufpefting  that  your 
Sentiments  on  this  head  are  fuch  as  you  cannot 
decently  own:  You  declare  indeed,  p.  4f.  that  the 
Divine  Origin  of  the  Law  and  Infpiration  of  Mofes 
is  not  to  be  refolved  into  Fiction  and  Political  Lying: 
But  with  this  Declaration  there  are  many  Pafla- 
ges  of  your  Defence  that  cannot  poflibly  be  re¬ 
conciled  :  I  fhall  therefore  look  upon  it  as  ne- 
ceflary  on  this  occafion  to  vindicate,  againft  what 
you  have  faid,  the  Truth  of  the  Infpiration  of 
Mofes  and  the  Divine  Origin  of  his  Law . 

But  before  I  begin  this,  it  is  proper  to  take 
notice  of  the  Quotations  which  you  have  brought 
to  countenance  Political  Lying* ,  and  to  fhew  that 
Mofes  himfelf  pra&ifed  it, 

Plato  and  Plutarch  are  two  of  your  Authori¬ 
ties  in  favour  of  Political  Lying :  the  Pafiages 
produced  from  both  of  them  are  mifreprefented, 
as  I  could  eafily  fhew :  but  it  is  fcarcely  worth 
while  j  for  they  are  Heathen  Authorities,  and  you 
are  welcome  to  them :  I  could  more  than  double 
the  Number  of  fuch  Advocates  for  fuch  a  Caufe. 
But  are  we  Chriftians  to  form  our  Sentiments 
from  the  Heathen  Moralifts,  when  one  end  of 
Chriftianity  was  to  rectify  and  improve  their  Mo¬ 
rality  ? 

The  Authorities,  which  you  produce  from  the 
Cbriftian  Writers,  deferve  indeed  a  diftinft  Con- 

fideration : 


[6z  ] 

fideration:  For  you  have  difcovered  Clemens  of 
Alexandria  and  Eufebius  as  faying  that  Plato's  No * 
tion  of  the  Ufe  and  Necefftty  of  Publick  Fables  or 
Lyes  was  fuggefted  by  what  he  had  obferved  in  the 
Practice  and  Example  of  Mofes .  Let  us  fee  how 
you  make  this  out. 

You  cite,  p.  4f.  Clemens  as  fpeaking  of  the  Art 
of  Governing^  and  faying,  that  the  Ends  of  Govern¬ 
ment  are  to  be  ferved  by  perfuading,  or  forcing ,  or 
injuring — or  doing  what  is  juft ,  or  lying ,  or  telling 
the  Truth  as  different  Circumftances  require :  Exam¬ 
ples  of  all  which  and  how  to  ufe  each  of  them  pro - 
perty)  the  Greeks  to  their  great  Advantage  have 
borrowed  from  Mofes.  Thus  you  have  reprefented 
the  Senfe  of  Clemens  in  .  this  Paflage*  very  diffe¬ 
rently  from  the  true  Senfe  of  the  Author,  as  I 
fhall  fully  fhew.  There  are  many  juft  Obje&ions 
to  be  made  to  the  feveral  Parts  of  your  Tranfla- 
tion>  but  I  fhall  wave  them,  and  argue  only  up¬ 
on  the  general  Meaning  and  Intent  of  th£  Paf- 
fage;  Clemens  had  been  particularizing  Mofes's 
Character  as  a  Lawgiver ,  a  Prophet ,  a  Philofophery 
and  a  General:  in  this  Place  he  comes  to  confider 
him  as  a  General ,  and  therefore  what  he  here  fays 
is  not  about  the  Art  of  Governing ,  but  the  Art 
and  Skill  of  a  General ,  a  thing  of  another  Nature 
than  Political  Condudt.  He  reprefents  {a)  the 
Skill  of  a  General  as  confifting  in  Caution ,  Bold - 
nefsy  and  fomething  that  is  a  Mixture  of  both  : 
next,  he  inftances  in  the  feveral  Means  of  ferving 


(a)  Ic ticut  'To  t eifriv,  &<r<pd\£, 
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thefe  three  Ends;  among  which  he  reckons  Lytm 
as  one:  and  then  he  concludes  with  faying  that 
Examples  of  all  thefe  the  Greeks  to  their  great  Ad¬ 
vantage  have  borrowed  from  Mofes.  By  the  Words 
“U  thefe,  Clemens  feems  to  have  intended  Caution, 
Boldnefs ,  &c.  But  if  they  refer  to  the  feveral 
Means  enumerated,  of  which  Lying  is  one;  vet 
it  is  plain  that  Clemens  is  not  fpeaking  here  of 
!  ™  ,1S  pradifed  towards  Subjeds,  but  towards 
Enemies  or  neighbouring  States :  and  it  is  Hill 
plainer  that  he  is  not  fpeaking  of  the  Art  of  Go - 
vemmg  a  People  by  Lawsbut  of  the  Art  of  IVar, 

Thi^k  Sfl}1*  fd  Condud  of  a  General. 

This  is  confirmed  by  the  Words  of  Clemens,  which 
immediately  follow  your  Quotation :  (a)  For 
illuftratmg  this  Matter  (fays  he)  I  WIU  produce  one 
or  two  Examples  of  his  Skill  as  a  General :  and 
then  he  fets  forth  the  Inftance  of  Mofes’s  March 
out  of  Egypt;  he  reprefents  him  as  making  a 
Shew  of  taking  the  the  neareft  way  to  P ala  (line-. 
but,  when  he  had  advanced  a  little  that  wav, 
wheeling  oft  to the  Right  on  a  fudden,  and  leading 
his  People  di redly  to  the  Red  Sea.  From  this  In- 
ltance  it  appears,  that  Clemens  by  Lying  means  (b) 
Eying  in  War,  or  what  we  commonly  call  Stra¬ 
tagems,  falfe  Marches,  falfe  Lights,  Spies,  Rc. 
and  all  the  other  Arts  of  deceiving  an  Enemy 
And  yet  this  Paflage  you  have  produced  to  Ihew,' 
that  Plato  borrowed  from  Mofes  his  Notion  of  the 


(a)  Tt/Vs  'j  hiKiv  hi,  h  ^  JVefK  cwixvti&heoy.tu 

(a)  Hence  the  Military  Terms  and 

and  thus ,  when  the  Trojans  were  dif covered  to  have  Grecian 
Armour  on,  Virgil  fays 
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Ufe  and  Neceffity  of  Publick  Fables  or  Lyes ,  to  keep 
the  People  more  religioujly  attach'd  to  an  exatt  Ob - 
few  a  nee  of  the  Laws. 

With  Eufebius  you  have  afted  ftill  more  unfairly : 
You  represent  him,  p.  4 f.  as  faying  that  in  the 
Books  of  Mofes  there  are  infinite  Examples  of  this 
kind  of  Fictions  contrived  for  the  Benefit  of  the  Mul¬ 
titude.  But  why  do  you  quote  this  Author  fo  im- 
perfe&ly,  as  to  leave  out  the  very  Words  which 
explain  his  Meaning?  The  Examples  which  he 
brings  from  Scripture  in  Proof  of  what  he  had 
faid,  are  fuch  Expreflions  (a)  as  reprefent  God 
to  be  Jealous ,  Angry ,  and  to  exert  other  human 
Paffions.  And  is  there  the  leaft  Refemblance  be¬ 
tween  the  true  Senfe  of  Eufebius,  and  that  which 
you  quote  him  for? 

Thus  much  concerning  your  fpurious  Authori¬ 
ties  for  Political  Lying ,  and  for  the  Pra&ice  of  it 
as  fuppofed  to  be  borrowed  from  Mofes ,  where 
the  Reader  will  obferve  that  you  have  taken  no 
care  to  exprefs  any  Abhorrence  or  even  Diflike  of 
fuch  Publick  Frauds,  tho’  you  have  taken  fo 
much  pains  not  only  to  find  out  but  to  make  Au¬ 
thorities  for  countenancing  them. 

Let  us  come  now  to  the  Cafe  of  Jofephus  and ! 
the  Paflage  out  of  his  Difcourfe  againfl:  Apion, 
Book  11.  Chap.  16.  which  I  once  called  your 
Mafler-piece  of  Quotation ,  and  fliall  now  prove  to 
be  your  Mafter-piece  of  Re  a  fining  too. 

The  Paflage  lies  before  the  Reader  in  my  Re¬ 
ply  and  in  your  Defence  too :  where  you  have 


(a)  Myptflt  Fav  iupfi<r&i  roicwrct  )y  cv  ‘E£pcdaj/  ■ 
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inended  your  Translation  of  thofe  Places,  inwhicfi 
I  fhew’d  that  you  had  (tumbled  and  fallen  intd 
Mi  (takes  3  and  now  what  is  it  that  you  do  ?  Why, 
you  (till  hold  fa(t  the  Inference  which  you  for¬ 
merly  drew  from  this  Paflage,  and  refolve  td 
maintain  againft  me  or  any  Man  elfey  that  Jofephus 
here  does  not  infill  upon  any  Supernatural  or  Divine 
Authority  o/Mofes,  hut  put's  him  upon  the  fdme  foot 
with  Minds  and  other  Lawgivers  of  Greece,  and 
gives  him  the  Preference  only  on  the  Comparifion  for 
the  fuperior  Excellency  of  his  Laws 3  (a)  and  you 
have  colie  hied  from  his  Antiquities,  that  his  real  Sen¬ 
timents  of  the  Divine  Infpiration  of  Mofes  are  very 
little  different  from  what  they  are  in  this  Pdffage 
againft  Apion.  ( b ) 

The  contrary  of  all  this  I  think  my  felf  able 
to  prove  clearly  3  and  hope  tp  convince  any  un-, 
prejudiced  Reader,  if  I  (hew,  what  the  View  of 
Jofephus  was  in  writing  his  Antiquities  of  the  Jews , 
and  hisDifcourfe  againit  Apion,  particularly  that  part 
of  it  in  Difpute  3  if  I  (hew  further,  That  your  Inter¬ 
pretation  of  it  contains  feveral  vifibleDifficulties  and 
Abfurditiesj  That,  notwithftanding  all  you  have  faid 
and  explain’d  to  the  contrary,  Jofephus  does  there 
plainly  (hew  that  he  believed  Mofes9 s  Divine  Au¬ 
thority  3  arid  laftly,  That  very  many  Paflages  may  be 
produced  from  thofe  and  other  Works  of  his,  which 
in  clear  and  exprefs  Terms  declare  for  Mofes9 s  In - 
fpiration  and  the  Divine  Origin  of  the  Jewifh  Law . 

To  begin  with  the  firft:  It  is  plain  that  nei¬ 
ther  his  Books  of  the  Antiquities  nor  thofe  againft 
Apion  were  written  with  any  view  to  make  Con¬ 
verts  to  Judaifm-,  but  only  to  give  the  Greeks , 
and  chiefly  the  Romans,  a  favourable  Opinion  of 
the  Jewifh  Nation.  Cdnflder  the  Condition  in 


(h)  T>ef  p.  40. 


(a)  Def.  p»  2.6. 
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which  Jofephus  then  flood*  a  Penfioner  of  the 
Roman  Courts  a  Jew  at  the  Mercy  of  Heathens, 
enjoying  his  Maintenance,  his  Liberty,  and  even 
his  Life  wholly  by  their  Favour  *  his  Country 
ruined,  his  Country-men  every  where  fcattered, 
and  diflrefled,  and  odious  above  all  other  People 
in  the  Univerfe.  In  fuch  Circumflances  like  a 
Lover  of  his  Nation  and  Religion,  he  fet  him- 
felf  to  writing  that  he  might  vindicate  the  Anti¬ 
quity  of  his  Nation,  the  Excellency  of  its  Form 
of  Government,  and  the  Purity  of  its  Worfhip 
and  Religion.  And  at  fuch  a  time,  under  fuch 
Difadvantages,  would  it  have  been  thought  pru¬ 
dent  in  him,  would  it  have  been  Safe  for  him, 
to  have  infilled  ftrongly  on  the  Reality  of  Mo - 
fes's  Miracles,  and  the  Divine  Authority  of  the 
JewiJh  Religion?  Would  it  have  been  Wifdom  to 
have  prefs’d  thofe  things  fo  far  as  to  expeft  that 
his  Readers  fhould  and  mull  acknowledge  the 
Truth  of  them?  fuch  an  Attempt  would  have 
been  no  lefs  than  an  open  Difparagement  of  the 
Roman  Religion,  and  of  their  Laws  too,  which 
were  borrowed  from  the  Grecian  Lawgivers. 

For  this  reafon  it  was  that  in  many  Parts  of 
his  Antiquities ,  when  he  had  related  a  Miracle  (as 
particularly  that  of  the  Paflage  of  the  Ifraelites 
thro’  the  Red  Sea ),  he  leaves  his  Readers,  who 
were  Heathens,  to  think  of  it  as  they  pleafed, 
without  exa&ing  from  them  any  full  Belief  of 
the  Story.  Herodotus  does  the  fame  frequently, 
and  ufes  the  fame  way  of  exprefling  himfelf,  as 
Jofephus  does,  even  upon  Points,  where  he  de¬ 
clares  his  own  Opinion  and  Belief.  Plutarch  like- 
wife  in  the  Life  of  Numa ,  when  he  had  exprefied 
his  full  Belief  of  Numa\  real  Infpiration,  and  had 
acquainted  his  Readers  that  there  was  another 
Story  which  reprefented  it  as  a  thing  pretended 
only,  fays  TrXareia.  yAXdiQos,  the  way  is  broad ,  /.  e. 
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let  every  one  think  of  this  Matter  as  he  plea- 
fes.  r 

Jofephus  in  his  Books  againft  Apion  had  the 
fame  Views  as  in  his  Antiquities  ;  but  befides  them 
he  had  the  Objedtions  of  the  Adverfaries  of  the 
Jews  to  anfwer  and  refute:  Such  as  deny’d  the 
Antiquity  of  his  Nation  he  replies  to  in  the  firft 
Book  againft  Apion j  and  in  the  fecond  after  hav- 
ing  examined  fome  other  unjuft  Clamours,  which 
that  vain  Author  had  rais’d  againft  the  Jews,  he 
(a)  proceeds  to  confute  the  Calumnies  of  Apollo- 
mus  Molo ,  who  had  reprefented  Mofes  as  a  De¬ 
ceiver  and  Impoftor ,  and  his  Laws  as  making  Men 
worfe  inflead  of  better.  What  fhould  Jofephus  have 
done  in  Anfwer  to  this  heavy  Charge  ?  Should  he 
have  drawn  out  a  long  Lift  of  Mo  fish  Miracles, 
-and  have  urged  thefe  againft  Objedtors,  who  were 
not  only  Heathens  but  prejudiced  Perfons?  No, 
he  takes  a  Method  more  likely  to  fucceed ;  he 
knew  that  he  was  going  to  tread  on  very  dange- 
rous  ground,  and  that  the  Companion  which  he 
was  obliged  to  make  between  the  Jewijh  Laws 
.and  thofe  Laws  which  his  Readers  were  gover¬ 
ned  by,  was  at  befl  an  Invidious  thing  ;  and  there¬ 
fore  by  a  prudent  and  dextrous  Preface  he  en¬ 
deavours  to  prepare  the  way  for  his  Vindication 
of  Mofes.  apd  the  Jewijh  Laws:  Twice  at  leafl  he 
apologizes  for  the  Comparifon  which  he  makes; 
he  lays  it  (b)  upon  Neceffity,  Self-defence,  and 
the  Importunity  of  the  jewijh  Adverfaries.  And 
when  he  might  hope  that  the  Reader  was  thus 
foftened  and  won  ,  to  the  favourable  fide,  he  be¬ 
gins  with  obferving  two  things;  (c)  The  one,  that 
fuch  Nations  as  had  lived  the  longeft  under  Laws 


(a)  Contra  Apion.  U.  1. 14.'  (h)  lb,  ],2.  c. ,, 
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and  good  Difcipline  were  the  mod  civilized  *  the 
other,  that  all  Nations  were  fond  of  reprefentlng 
their  Form  of  Government  to  be  very  Ancient. 
He  then  {hews  that  Mofes  was  more  Ancient  than 
any  of  the  Grecian  Lawgivers,  and  from  thence 
proceeds  to  compare  the  JewiJh  Laws  with  thofe 
of  the  Heathen  Nations.  In  his  Account  of  Mofes 
he  wholly  omits  the  mention  of  his  Miracles* 
which,  for  the  Reafons  before  affign’d,  it  would 
not  have  been  prudent  for  him  to  have  infilled  on. 
But  he  aliens  the  Divine  Authority  of  Mofes , 
and  argues  for  it  firfl  from  the  Greatnefs  and  Dif- 
interellednefs  of  his  Actions,  and  then  from  the 
Advantage  which  his  Laws  had  on  the  Cornpari- 
fon  with  thofe  of  Minos  and  the  other  Lawgivers : 
From  both  which  he  himfelf  drew  this  Conclulion, 
and  intended  to  inlinuate  it  into  his  Readers,  that 
Mofes  was  no  Deceiver  or  Impoftor ,  but  one  who 
reasonably  believ'd  that  he  ha,d  God  for  his  Guide  and 
Counfeller. "  This  is  the  plain  Senfe  and  Subllance 
of  the  Place  now  under  Examination. 

Let  us  next  fee  what  Difficulties  and  Abfurdi- 
ties  you  are  forced  upon  in  your  way  of  under- 
flanding  the  Pafiage*  which  (according  to  you, 
p.  16)  puts  Mofes  upon  the  very  fame  foot  with  Mi¬ 
nos  and  the  other  Lawgivers ,  and  gives  him  the  Pre - 
ference ,  only  on  the  Comparifon  for  the  fuperior  Ex¬ 
cellency  of  his  Laws. 

Jofephus  fays  of  Mofes ,  that  he  thought  it  necef- 
fary  above  all  things  to  infill  into  the  People  a  No¬ 
tion  of  his  doing  all  things  agreeable  to  the  TV  ill  of 
God:  Upon  this  you  tell  us,  p.  51.  That  Jofephus 
cculd  not  here  intend  to  perfuade  us ,  that  this  was ' 
done  by  the  help  of  real  Miracle but  by  pretending  to  ‘ 
Miracles  where  there  really  were  none ,  and  by  deceiv-  j 
ing  the  People  by  a  Shew  of  fomething  like  them  into , 
an  Opinion  that  they  were  actually  done .  According 1 
to  this  Explanation  of  the  Words,  what  an 

extraor- 


169] 

extraordinary  Defence  does  Jofephus  make  of  Mo* 
fes?  How  likely  was  it  to  take  off  the  Objections 
of  an  Adverfary,  whofe  very  Cry  again#  Mofes 
was,  that  he  was  a  Deceiver  and  Impoftor?  Nay 
your  Comment  makes  Jofephus  own  it,  even  while 
he  is  denying  it  3  for  from  thefe  Words,  which 
you  explain  as  implying  Deceit  in  Mofes ,  he  pre¬ 
sently  after  draws  this  Inference,  that  Mofes  was 
no  Deceiver ,  no  Impoftor . 

In  p.  33,  you  explain  Jofephus' $  Words  not  an 
Impoftor ,  to  mean  one  who  did  not  deceive  them  for 
his  Gain  and  Advantage ,  but  who  having  formed 
the  heft  body  of  Laws^  had  the  heft  Pretence  to  deceive 
the  People  with  the  Notion  of  his  being  aftifted  by 
God ,  p.  3 6.  So  that  according  to  your  way  of  ex¬ 
plaining  Jofephus's  Mind,  Mofes  was  not  a  De¬ 
ceiver,  tho’  a  Deceiver,  becaufe  he  was  a  Deceiver 
for  their  Good.  .  This  new  Notion  of  Deceit 
Jofephus  would  have  heartily  abhorred  3  and  per¬ 
haps  the  Perfon,  who  fliould  have  imputed  it 
to  Him,  he  would  have  handled  like  another 
Apion. 

Again  you  fay,  p.  34.  that  hardly  a  Greek  of 
Senfe  believed  their  Lawgivers  to  be  really  infpired  3 
all  that  they  admired  was ,  that  they  had  the  Addrefs 
to  perfuade  the  People  that  thofe  Laws  were  dictated 
by  the  Gods  :  So  that  among  the  People  there  was 
hardly  a  Man  of  Senfe ,  it  ieems :  this  will  neyer 
be  believed,  tho’  we  have  your  Word  for  it  3  un- 
lefs  you  will  undertake  to  prove  that  by  Believing 
they  forfeited  their  Chara&er  of  Senfe:  and  after 
all  may’nt  one  ask  where  the  great  Addrefs 
of  thefe  Lawgivers  was,  who  could  perfuade 
none  but  Fools  to  receive  their  Laws  as  Divine? 

In  the  Number  of  Difficulties,  to  which  your  Ex¬ 
plication  of Jofephus's  Words  reduces  you,  I  reckon 
your  tranflating  Sicupctriav  dirtd&fyi  by  he  made  his 
Government  a  Theocracy ,  p.  37.  whereas  it  plainly 
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any  good  Greek  Author  the  mere  adting  agreeably 
to  the  prefum’d  Will  of  any  Man,  be  enough  to, 
denominate  that  Man  a  cru/jt/3^Xc?  in  that  Matter? 
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fignifies  here  what  the  old  Latin  Interpreter  ren¬ 
dered  it  declaravit ,  he  declared  it  to  be^  he  pro - 
pofed  and  delivered  it  as  a  Theocracy.  You  ask  whe-  1  \ 
ther  it  is  in  the  power  of  any  Mortal  to  make  a  The -  j ■ 
ocracy  ?  No  certainly,  unlefs  by  Divine  Warrant. 
But  when  the  Words  are  rendered  as  above,  they 
are  very  far  from  clinching  the  whole ,  as  you  ex- 
prefs  it.  They  {hew  nothing  of  any  authoritative 
Aft  or  Deed  iia  Mofes,  but  that  of  a  Deputy  on¬ 
ly  3  not  that  he  made ,  but  only  promulged  the  Laws, 
which  he  gave  to  the  People  3  fignifying  to  them 
that  God  himfelf  intended  toprefide  over  the  Go¬ 
vernment.  The  Word  is  exaftly  of  the 

fame  import  with  chrid^ei^  and  Jofephus  fays 
little  lower,  that  Mofes  cbritpyvs  Otcv  dyrjy\rov  de 
clared  God  to  have  been  from  all  Eternity :  would 
not  be  abfurd  here  to  tranflate  it,  as  if  Mofes  made 
God  Eternal  ? 

But  enough  of  thefe :  I  could  enlarge  the  Number 
confiderably,  but  thus  much  may  ferve  as  Specimen 
for  the  Reader’s  perufal,  while  I  haften  to  the  • 
next  Point  which  was  to  fhew  that  in  this  very 
PafTage  Jofephus  afcribes  a  Divine  Authority  to  Mo - 
/b’sLaws,  and  puts  him  upon  a  different  foot  from 
Minos  and  the  other  Grecian  Lawgivers,  in  other  s 
refpedts  befides  that  of  the  Comparifon  of  thejr 
.Laws.  Let  us  fir  ft  confider  the  Words,  he  reafon- 
j ably  believed  that  he  had  God  for  his  Guide  and 
crij[Afivhov  Counfeller.  .1  ask  you,  Sir,  whether  the 
Word  ouix&vhos  here  does  not  imply  an 


when  fpoken  of  Equals,  fignifies  to 
give  Advice  3  when  of  Superiors  (as  here),  to  com*- 
municate  their  Mind  or  Will,  and  confequently  to?B 
be  the  Authors  of  that  in  which  they  are  crvy.fiisXoi.  " 

Thus 
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Thus,  I  think,  all  Writers  ufe  the  Word  >  but 
I  am  lure,  that  Jofephus  ufes  it  fo  twice  within 
a  few  Lines  of  this  very  PafTage.  He  fays  of  Mo¬ 
fes ,  that  he  was  an  excellent  c ni/xCsX©'  Coun feller^ 
and  a  moft  wife  c-UjuiG’aX©*  Counfeller  to  the  People  : 
where  he  mud  certainly  mean,  that  he  communi¬ 
cated  his  Mind  to  the  People  *  not  meerly  that 
the  People  afted  agreeably  to  what  they  thought 
{  he  intended  they  fhould  do.  From  this  Obferva- 
tion  it  may  be  inferr’d,  that  the  Phrafe  yf)  r  ©s£ 
&is\wv,  which  follows  in  the  next  Sentence, 
fhould  be  render’d,  not  (as  you  render  it)  agrea- 
bly  to  the  Will  of  God ,  but  hy  the  Will  of  God ,  by 
his  Direftion,  by  a  Signification  of  his  Will  to 
Mofes.  So  you  render’d  it  your  felf  in  your  Let¬ 
ter  y  tho’  in  your  Defence  you  have  thought  fit  to 
I  change  it  for  the  other  Tranflation,  which  does 
not  fo  ftrongly  imply  Mofes's  a&ing  here  by  the 
Divine  Will  and  Direction. 


!  A  fecond  Proof  is  this  :  Jofephus ,  when  he 
fpeaks  of  Mofes ,  fays  exprefly,  that  Mofes  adted 
)  mfonably  in  believing  that  he  had  God  for  his  Guide 
|  and  s-u/xCsXov  Counfeller ,  and  that  he  was  perfuaded 
of  his  aiding  and  dire  ding  all  things  by  the  Will  of 
God:  but  when  the  farrie  Jofephus  fpeaks  of  Mi¬ 
nos  and  others  as  attributing  the  Origin  of  their 
Laws  to  Apollo  and  Jupiter ,  he  affirms  nothing 
exprefly  againft  it  3  but  leaves  their  Authority  to 
reft  upon  the  two  current  Reports,  i.  e .  of  either 
their  really  believing,  fo  themfelvest  or  fancying  by 
that  means  to  make  the  People  fubmit  to  them  the 
more  eafily.  Is  this  putting  Mofes  upon  the  fame 
foot  with  Minos  and  the  others  ?  Is  there  not  plain¬ 
ly  a  Doubt  intimated  in  the  one  Cafe,  and  is 
there  any  fnadow  of  a  Doubt  fo  much  as  hinted 
at  in  the  other?  The  thing  fpeaks  for  it  felf:  and 
all  that  Jofephus  can  mean  by  what  he  fays  of 
Minos^  Sec.  is  to  guard  againft  giving  any  of¬ 
fence 
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fence  to  his  Heathen  Readers,  who  had  receiv’d 
thofe  Laws  as  given  from  Heaven. 

In  farther  proof  of  this  Point,  I  infilled  in  my 
firft  Reply  (and  ftill  do)  upon  the  word  cJjyflm  as 
intended  by  Jofephus  to  mean  a  boafling  without 
foundation  for  it ,  and  to  infinuate  covertly  that 
the  Infpiration  of  Minos  and  the  other  Lawgivers 
was  only  a  pretended  one.  This  I  aflert  to  be  the 
common  and  ufual,  the  firft  and  proper  Senfe  of 
the  Word :  But  you  (a)  call  this  diftmttion  childijh 
and  ridiculous ,  and  fay  that  from  the  ufe  of  Lan- 
suave  and  common  Senfe  -when  apply  d  (as 

here)  to  Men  famous  in  their  Generations ,  can  have 
no  other  Senfe  than  to  be  proud  of  or  celebrate  with 
Prafe.  Strange,  that  you  could  thus  miftake ! 
the  Conftruftion  here  is  not  aLySi t  M/v«,  but  ««- 
yw  Mi'vw  yiyo-Avca  :  where  this  Verb  is  join  d 
with  another  of  the  Infinitive  Mood,  and  the 
Word  cw-yav  in  fuch  Conftrudhon  muft  figmfy  to 
load  of  a  thing  without  ground  for  it.  The  very 
firft  Example  of  the  Senfe  °f  cwyb»  m  St°?b‘  Lex!\ 
con  fhews  that  Thucydides  ufes  the  Word  fo;  (b) 
when  they  have  beaten  fome  of  us,  they  boaft  ( or 
wet  end)  that  they  have  routed  us  all:  put  accord¬ 
ing  to  your  way  of  conftruing,  it  is,  they  are. 
proud  of  us  all ,  they  celebrate  us  all  with  praife., 
That  abySoi  in  this  pillage  was  intended  by  fo,e- 
phus  to  "imply  a  pretence  orAy,  appears  from  his 
ufing  the  Word  to  fignify  fo  (c)  elfewhere }  but 
more  plainly  from  comparing  what  is  faid  after¬ 
wards  of  and  the  other  Lawgivers  with 

what  was  faid  before  of  Mofes.  Of  Mofes  he  had- 
peremptorily  declar’d  that  he  had  God  for  his, 


(*j  KestTntr Iflif  Tims  ihW  (ff-Af-c  utywiv  amtc&y ■ 

(c)  n o  r  ’ A^tUav,  T I  JV*  teyeiV  MX*vl«>y  *?xM07V 
Apion.  U.c.4.  j 
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Counfeller  •,  of  Minos  and  the  others  he  makes  a 
Doubt,  whether  they  had  a  divine  immediate  Af- 
fiftance,  or  only  pretended  to  it  fo  that  Jofe¬ 
phus ,  confidently  with  himfelf,  could  not  make 
the  Comparifon  between  what  Mofes  and  They 
were  $  but  only  between  what  He  wasy  and  They 
hoafted  or  pretended  to  be. 

Thefe  three  Proofs  then,  drawn  from  the  Paf- 
fage  in  Difpute  between  us,  are  fufficient  to  over¬ 
throw  your  Aflertion,  That  Jofephus  does  not  here 
afcrihe  a  Divine  Authority  to  Mofes ,  hut  puts  him 
upon  the  fame  foot  with  Minos  and  the  other  Law¬ 
givers . 

I  now  come  to  the  laft  Point,  which  will 
abundantly  flrengthen  the  preceding  Proofs,  and 
fhew  that  Jofephus  in  this  Difcourfe  againft  A  pi  on 
and  in  his  other  Works  has  fully,  explicitely  and 
frequently  declar’d  his  Belief  of  Mofes' s  Infpiration 
and  the  Divine  Origin  of  his  Law . 

In  the  firft  Book  againfl  Apion ,  he  fays,  that 
{a)  the  Prophets 9  the  only  Writers  of  the  Sacred 
Books ,  when  they  wrote  of  the  ancient  times  team'd 
their  Account  hy  Divine  Infpiration  :  that  (h)  the 
XXII.  Books ,  which  make  up  the  Jewifh  Canon, 
were  juft ly  believ'd  to  he  Divine  ones  *  five  of  which 
were  written  hy  Mofes  5  and  that  {c )  God  gave  left 
timony  to  the  Virtue  and  Excellency  of  Mofes. 

In  his  Antiquities ,  Jofephus  exprefies  himfelf  ftill 
plainer  on  the  Article  of  Mofes' s  Infpiration  and 
the  Divine  Authority  of  the  Law  :  mentioning  the 


(a)  WLomv  rav  sd  $  dvmdieo  ^  act- 

7 d  T  V7?i'7TV0lcLV  T  C.  7. 

(b)  Ai/(J  3  Vova  eiKoai  (ZtCxia.,  <tv  X&n  % X 

d-VAy&HptujyTA  ■klH.CU co$  @£ct  IS  dj  &'  £j  7KTUV  WlfefA 

rd  Mcweias.  c.  $. 

(c)  T $  $  $  dpirris  wrdhAt  o  Gzo;  pctflvs  tvMTOJL  yi'fyjvr 

K 
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Commandments  which  Mofes  receiv’d  from  God, 
he  fays,  that  (a)  the  Hand-writing  of  them  was 
God's.  When  he  defcribes  what  happen’d  at  the 
giving  of  the  Law  from  Mount  Sinai,  he  fays, 
(b)  that  the  Thunders  and  Lightnings  fhew'd  that 
God  was  prefent :  and  he  fays,  (c)  that  all  the  Jews 
heard  the  Voice  ( of  God)  from  Heaven ,  pronouncing 
all  the  Commandments ,  which  Mofes  left  with  them 
in  the  two  Tables  of  Stone.  When  he  reprefents 
Mofes  as  about  to  deliver  his  Laws  to  the  People, 
he  makes  him  fay  that  ( d )  they  were  fuch  as  God 
had  dictated  to  him  *  and  that  Jofephus  himfelf 
thought  the  fame  of  them  with  what  Mofes  faid, 
appears  both  from  what  he  adds  foon  after,  that 
Mofes  publifhed  his  Laws  to  the  People  (e)  as  he 
had  received  each  of  them  from  God  :  and  from  his 
fpeaking  (/)  elfewhere  in  the  fame  Words,  and 
laying  that  God  dictated  to  Mofes  the  Laws  which 
he  enabled.  To  fupport  this  farther  as  the  real 
Sentiment  of  Jofephus ,  it  is  remarkable  that  he 
fpeaks,  in  another  place,  of  fome  who  (g)  had 
no  good- will  to  the  Jews,  and  yet  confeffed ,  that  it 
was  God  who  had  efablijhed  their  Government  by  the 
means  of  Mofes. 

In  his  Difcourfe  upon  the  Machabees ,  he  com¬ 
mends  Eleazar  and  the  feven  Brethren  for  fuffer- 


(a)  'H  fiv  bm  tm  y£?.<pl  dx  0s«.  Antiq.  1.  3.  c.  5.  Sett.  8. 

(  b  )  ’FclYiAat'  t  'srapur'icLi'  <rx  0g«.  1.  3.  c.  5.  Sett.  2, 

^  (  O  Ylctfjzs  UMOV  tpujfs  &<;  etrrrtv'ld.f, 

gyrg  <P:cL(pvy&v  twVivct  r  x'oyav,  ib.  Sett.  4. 

( d )  2ujufc-3-ii;t<a  vf/lv  yy  v'cf/.xs,  w  ctyopdiaavTos  y.01  Oil,  x) 
t^CKiTeictv.  Antiq.  ].  4.  c.  8.  Sett.  2. 

(e)  'n?  iKCCfOV  T 1  ‘UCL^  dx  0S«  <zrv$olro. 

(f)  TeJjTtl  fJ%)70l  xV  T  V'XdLyopdjGlV  T6  0g«  ffVjJtTCtrjiTO, 
1.  3.  c^S.  Sett.  8. 

(#)  '  £l<?i  ^  unruflcii;  nyJtc  opohoyeiv,  on  r  Tro^ntictv 
itfJ.IV  0  oh  Oih  cT/ct  t&ai'ffiaz. 
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ing  the  moft  cruel  Death  rather  than  depart  from 
the  Laws  of  God  5  and  breaking  out  into  a  pathe¬ 
tic  Admiration  of  Eleazaf s  Conftancy,  he  calls 
him  a  Lover  of  the  Divine  Word:  and  indeed 
this  whole  Difcourfe  upon  the  Machabees  has  nei- 
£her  Force  nor  Senfe  in  ir,  if  Jofephus  had  nor 
rully  believed  the  Jewifti  Laws,  for  which  they 
fuffer  d,  to  be  of  Divine  Authority. 

Thele  Paflages  (a  few  out  of  many)  may  fuffice 
to  ihew  the  Rafhnefs  of  your  AfTertion,  or  the 
JNegligence  of  your  reading,  who  profefs,  p.  40. 
to  have  collected  even  from  JofephusV  Books  of  An¬ 
tiquities ,  that  his  real  Sentiments  of  the  divine  Infpi « 
ration  of  Mofes  was  very  little  different  from  what 
ts  reprefented  above ,  i .  e.  that  they  were  againft 
the  Reality  of  fuch  Infpiration,  and  afcribed  it 
ail  to  pretence  only  5  for  this  is  all  which  you,  it 
eems,  are  able  to  gather  from  the  above-men¬ 
tion  d  railage  in  the  Book  againft  Apion. 

I  muft  not  here  omit  a  Quotation,  which  you 
have  made,  pag.  40.  from  thofe  Books  of  Jewijh 
Antiquities  5  and  which  you  feem  to  look  upon  as 
a  clear  proof,  that  Jofephus  could  not  have  be- 
lieved  one  at  leaft  of  the  Miracles ,  recorded  by 
Mojes,  to  have  been  really  and  firiCtly  effected  by 
God,  m  the  very  manner ,  that  the  literal  text  im¬ 
ports.  It  is  in  what  follows  the  Story,  which  Jo- 
fephus  tells,  of  the  miraculous  Paftage  of  the  If 
raelites  thro5  the  Red  Sea  according  to  the  Scrip- 

^cc/?unt  of  ic3  after  which  he  adds.  Let  no 

Man  be  furpriz’d  at  the  ftrangenefs  of  this ,  that  an 
ancient  and  innocent  People  fhould  find  a  Way  opened 
for  their  Efcape  thro ’  the  Sea,  either  by  the  Will  of 


Sea!  ^  02“  V'°lAa>V  ^QVav  fa. 

(k)  $/A 0^095  'Sh-is  hoy*.  Sea.  7. 
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God9  or  narr  aW/xarov  of  its  own  accord  5  fince  in  a 
like  Cafe  as  it  were  of  Tefterday  the  Pamphilian  Sea 
retir'd  before  Alexander ,  and  opened  him  a  Paffage , 

( a )  when  God  had  determined  to  put  an  end  to  the 
Perfian  Empire.  From  whence  you  infer,  p.  41* 
that  Jofephus  could  not  believe  the  abfolute  Infpira * 
tion  of  the  Sacred  IV Stings,  becaufe  ( as  you  think ) 
he  left  it  in  doubt ,  whether  this  Fa 51  had  any  thing 
miraculous  in  it  or  not :  but  nothing  in  this  Paf¬ 
fage,  rightly  confidered,  fatisfies  me  that  he  fpeaks 
of  this  matter  as  a  doubtful  Point  with  Himfelf.  In 
the  preceeding  Se&ion,  he  fays,  that  the  Jews 

(b)  had  God  vifibly  affifting  them:  this  is  diredtly 

aflerting  the  Miracles  :  and  whatever  Jofephus 
meant  by  ewro^arov,  yet  thus  much  is  certain, 
that  he  looked  upon  God  as  dire&ing  and  inter- 
pofing  in  both  Cafes,  in  the  Paffage  of  the  lfrae- 
lites  thro’  the  Red  Sea ,  and  of  Alexander  thro’  the 
Pamphilian  Sea  *  for  of  this  laft,  he  fays,  God  ha¬ 
ving  determined ,  6cc.  So  that  what  happened  to 
Alexander  was  (according  to  Jofephus)  in  confe- 
quence  of  that  Divine  Refolution  5  and  this  plain¬ 
ly  enough  fuppofes  an  efpecial  Providence  of  God 
in  Alexander's  Cafe.  Some  are  of  Opinion,  that 
the  Words  etr t  }rf  ¥  ©sy?  etrz  v.arc  cujto- 

fxarov,  may  be  underflood,  not  as  oppofing  a  Mi¬ 
racle  to  a  Natural  Caufe  $  but  as  implying  only 
fome  difference  in  the  manner  of  the  Divine  In- 
terpofition  :  But  if  not,  they  mull  be  allow’d  to 
mean,  not  that  Jofephus  doubted  about  the  Mi¬ 
racle,  but  that  he  would  not  infill  upon  it  (tho’ 
he  firmly  believ’d  it)  to  thofe  of  his  Readers' who 
were  ready  enough  to  difpute  it,  and  perhaps  ri¬ 
dicule  it.  For  if  Jofephus  had  himfelf  doubted  of  the 
Miracle ,  he  need  not  have  call’d  upon  his  Rea- 

(4)  Ket,TA\v(rcu  $  n iptruv  w ytpovictv  fa  ©««  )]7Av}Q~» 

W  Th’  QiW  K7U$  iyetpyv;  s%oy\uf 

ders1 
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ders  not  to  be  fur  priz'd  at  the  Strangenefs  of  it  fee 
might  better  have  confefled,  that  there  was  no¬ 
thing  flrange  in  it,  nothing  but  what  was  owing 
to  your  accidental  Concurrence  of  natural  Caufes. 

And  here  it  mull  not  be  forgotten  that  you 
pretend  to  have  found  Philo  in  the  very  fame  way 
of  thinking,  as  you  represent  Jofephus  to  have 
been  in  >  i.  e.  expreffing  a  Doubt  whether  Mofes 
received  his  Laws  from  God  or  not.  The  Words 
of  Philo  which  you  produce,  pag.  41.  are  thefej 
Whatever  he  dictated  to  them ,  whether  he  contrived 
and  invented  it  himfelf  or  had  received  it  from  the 
Deity ,  they  imputed  it  all  to  God.  This  is  one  Paf- 
fage,  from  whence  you  infinuate,  that  it  is  rea- 
fonable  to  allow  fome  Liberty  of  thinking  as  to  the 
Divinity  of  the  Sacred  Books ,  pag.  42.  But  Philo's 
Words,  when  rightly  confidered,  give  no  Colour 
for  any  fuch  Allowance.  They  are  part  of  a  Frag¬ 
ment  of  that  Author  preferved  by  Eufebius  j  and 
Eufebius  tells  us,  that  Philo  is  here  defending  the 
Jews  againft  their  Accufers.  Philo  begins  with 
faying,  (a)  We  will  confider  Mofes ,  if  you  pie  afey 
as  differing  in  nothing  from  other  Men :  i.  e.  as  not 
having  any  Divine  Affiftance.  Having  thus  fet  him 
at  the  loweft,  he  argues,  that  he  muft  have  been  an 
excellent  Man,  becaufe  of  the  many  great  and  wife 
Things  whicfi  he  did  for  the  Benefit  of  the  Peo¬ 
ple.  Then  he  fpeaks  of  the  Jews,  who  fubmit- 
ted  themfelves  fo  unanimoufly  to  his  Condudt  for 
fuch  a  length  of  Years,  and  amidft  fuch  prefling 
Difficulties,  as  they  met  with  in  the  Wildernefs: 
and  he  infers,  that  either  they  muft  have  been  a 
regular  tractable  and  civiliz'd  People  in  their  Na¬ 
ture^  or  they  muft  have  been  rendered  fuch  by  the 
Providence  of  God:  and  which  foever  (fays  he)  of 


(a)  Fds  «<Nj/  t  <TnhKtovi  |3sA Eufeb,  Praep. 
Evang,  1.  S.  c.  6, 
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the  two  Suppoftions  you  will  take ,  it  will  turn  out 
for  the  Honour  and  Credit  of  the  Jews.  And  then 
in  the  Paflage  under  Examination,  he  concludes 
with  faying,  that  {a)  whatever  Mo fes  dictated  to 
them ,  whether  he  contrived  it  himfelf ,  or  received  it 
from  the  Deity  to  give  them ,  the  Jews  now  impute 
it  all  to  God ,  tho '  above  2000  Tears  are  paffed  *  they 
have  not  alter'd  fo  much  as  one  JVord  of  what 
he  left  in  IVriting,  and  would  die  many  Deaths  ra¬ 
ther  than  att  contrary  to  the  Laws  and  Cufloms 
which  he  eftablijhed .  You  fee  here,  that  Philo's 
Point  was  not  to  give  his  Opinion  about  the  Di¬ 
vine  Authority  of  Mofes  $  but  to  fhew  the  Virtue 
of  his  Nation,  which  fo  early  fubmitted  to  Laws, 
and  fo  long  adhered  to  them :  and  this  was  equal¬ 
ly  proved,  whether  Mofes  had  a  Divine  Authori¬ 
ty,  or  not*  it  was  proved  even  upon  the  Suppo- 
lition  ( which  Philo  made  for  the  fake  of  Argu¬ 
ment  only  )  that  Mofes  differed  in  nothing  from 
other  Men ,  with  refpeft  to  any  fupernatural  Aflif- 
tance.  Let  this  Pafiage  therefore,  thus  grofly  mif- 
reprefented,  be  no  more  brought  in  favour  of  al¬ 
lowing  Chriftians  a  Liberty  of  thinkings  6tc.  but 
let  them  rather  remember  that  Philo's  Sentiments 
about  Mofes's  Infpiration  may  be  clearly  feen, 
when  he  fays,  that  Mofes  (b  )  was  taught  many  of 
the  moft  abfirufe  Parts  of  natural  Knowledge  by  the 
Anfwers  of  God  *  that  (c)  he  wrote  the  Sacred  Books 
from  the  Dictates  of  God->  that  he  fpake  by  a  Di¬ 
vine  Spirit  *  and  that  his  Laws  were  truly  and  real¬ 
ly  Divine  ones. 


(a)  F.its  tv  Xzroyicrfji.zv®'  cu>Y'<,  elrz  daxvv  S'c/jfx.o- 

v@~  WTO  attciv  ek  T  Qzoy  avcLyeiy  jy  'nXeiovay  ztcoV 

<PnK\)?\.dj$<iTuv - —  pvua  yz  cwtxc  fxovoy  r  ox/tx 

yzyptx.fxuzyc.jy  wticrcu,  &c.  ibid. 

\b)  XpruriAoP;  ta  rro?  xi  Kcd  GiwzylJiKSi'T&TA  T  f  tyvffias  dvcLr 
f'tS'ct’XPPiS*  De  Opif.  Mundi.  p.  z. 

(c)  De  vit.  Mofis,  I,  2.  p.  655,  656.,  664. 


But 
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But  enough  of  this :  we  have  feen  from  Jofe- 
f bus's  profefs’d  Defign  in  compofing  his  feveral 
Works,  that  his  Bufinefs  was  not  to  infift  too 
much  upon  the  Miracles  of  Mofes  $  That  in  the 
PafTage  (which  I  have  been  examining  )  your  In¬ 
terpretation  of  it  carries  great  Difficulties,  and 
even  Abfurdities  along  with  it  :  That  the  PafTage 
it  felf,  well  confidered,  fpeaks  in  favour  of  the 
Divine  Authority  of  the  Mofaic  Law ;  and  that  ma¬ 
ny  other  Paflages  in  Jofephus’s  Books  againft  Apion 
and  in  his  JewiJh  Antiquities  are  exprefs  and  clear 
to  the  fame  Purpofe. 

There  remains  nothing  therefore,  to  fhew  that 
we  ought  not  to  entertain  moderate  and  qualified 
Sentiments  about  the  Divine  Origin  of  the  JewiJh 
LaWj  and  the  Infpiration  of  its  Founder  Mofes ,  ex¬ 
cept  theTeflimony  of  Chrifi  and  his  Apofiles ,  who 
exprefly  aflert  it,  as  I  am  going  to  fhew.  And 
this  Teflimony  of  Theirs  mult  be  allow’d  as  fuf- 
ficient  Proof  by  you,  who  in  pag.  4.  declare  your 
felf  a  true  Friend  to  Chrifi ianity  •,  and  therefore  I 
fhall  conclude  thefe  Sheets  with  fhewing  that 
thofe  Sentiments,  which  you  fometimes  propofe 
as  Jofephus's ,  but  which  by  pleading  for  openly 
and  earneflly,  and  even  by  approving  and  re¬ 
commending  to  your  Readers  you  make  your 
Own,  are  dire&ly  contrary  to  what  we  are  taught 
in  the  Books  of  the  New  Teflament,  which  as  a 
Chriilian  you  muft  believe  to  be  Sacred  and  Di¬ 
vine. 

The  Writers  of  the  New  Teflament  do  very 
often  appeal  to  the  Books  of  Mofes  as  containing 
not  only  Types  but  (a)  Prophefies  of  our  Saviour , 
and  reprefent  our  Saviour  himfelf  as  infilling  up- 


(a)  Luke  xxiy.  27,  44.  Jchn  i.  45.  Atts  iii,  22.  xxyi.  22.  and 
xxyiir.  23  „ 


on 


[So] 

on  the  fame  kind  of  Proof  to  fliew  that  he  was 
( a)  the  Prophet  foretold  by  Mofes  the  plain  Confe- 
quence  of  which  is  that  Mofes  was  infpir’d. 

Our  Saviour  builds  (b)  an  Argument  for  the 
Refurre&ion  of  the  Dead  upon  the  Literal  Truth 
of  God’s  really  appearing  to  Mofes  in  the  burning 
Bufli  and  faying,  I  am  the  God  of  Abraham,  Sc c. 
which  Words  he  calls  God's  Words,  and  which 
if  they  had  not  been,  his  Argument  would  have 
been  unconclufive.  The  miraculous  Paflage  of 
the  IJraelites  thro’  the  Red  Sea  is  acknowledged  by 
the  Author  of  the  Epiflle  to  the  Hebrews  (c)  who 
fays  that  by  Faith  they  paffed  thro 5  the  Red  Sea  as 
by  dry  Land  where  the  Miracle  is  neceflarily  im- 
ply’d  in  that  Paflage  and  is  afcribed  to  Faith. 
The  fame  Writer  fays,  that  God  (d)  fpake  to  Mo¬ 
fes  and  to  the  Jews  from  the  top  of  Sinai y  and  that 
his  Voice  J. hook  the  Earth .  We  are  told  that  ( e  ) 
Mofes  was  admonijhed  by  God,  when  he  was  about  to 
make  the  Tabernacle ,  to  make  all  things  according  to 
the  Pattern  jhew'cl  him  in  the  Mount.  It  is  faid 
that  the  JewiJh  (/)  Law  was  ordained  by  Angels 
in  the  hand  of  a  Mediator  (Mofes),  and  that  it  was 
the  (g)  Word  fpoken  by  Angels.  Our  Saviour  calls 
one  of  thofe  Ten  Commandments,  which  Mofes  at  ' 
firft  delivered  to  the  Jews,  the  Commandment  of 
God,  (Jo)  and  the  Word  of  God.  And  the  Laws  of 
Mofes ,  by  which  the  Judges  were  to  determine  j 
Caufes,  he  calls  (/)  the  Word  of  God.  St.  Paul  :j 
citing  one  of  the  Laws,  viz .  (  k)  Thou  Jhalt  not  l 
'  muzzle  the  Mouth  of  the  Ox  that  treadeth  out  the  j 


(a)  John  v.  46,  47.  (  h)  Matth.  xxii.  31,  31. 

(c  )  Hehr.x i.  30.  (d)  Hebr.  xii.  16,  25,  26. 

( e )  Hebr.  viii.  5.  (f)  Gal.  iii.  19.  (g)  Heb.ii.  2 

(h)  Mark  vii.  9,  13.  (1)  Joknx.$$. 

[k)  1  Cor.  ix.  9. 

Cornr 


[8i] 

Corn>  plainly  affirms  the  Divine  Origin  of  it  in 
what  he  adds,  Does  God  take  care  for  Oxen  ?  and 
the  whole  Law  of  Mofes ,  his  Code  or  Body  of 
Laws,  is  frequently  ftiled  (a )  the  Law  of  the  Lord , 
and  bears  the  Title  of  ( b)  the  Oracles  of  God. 

You  profefs,  p.  72,.  to  think  it  a  Point  funda¬ 
mental  and  necejfary  to  be  believed  by  all  Chriftiansy 
that  while  a  Man  is  under  the  affinal  Influence  and 
Dire  ffiion  of  the  Holy  Ghoft ,  he  muft  at  the  fame  time  be 
infallible  and  fuperior  to  all  Error ,  or  elfe  Chriftianity 
cannot  be  defended .  This  you  fay  with  refped  to 
what  St.  Stephen  taught  in  Affi .  vii.  when  full  of 
the  Holy  Ghoft  5  and  that  this  is  a  fundamental 
Point ,  I  readily  agree  (  with  Exception  only  as  to 
“the  mention  of  fuch  Fads,  as  are  not  recorded  in 
[Scripture,  and  have  no  relation  in  the  leaft  to  that 
if)odrine,  for  the  teaching  of  which  St.  Stephen 
rwas  filled  with  the  Holy  Ghoft ) :  However  as  yon 
t  [allow  no  Exception  to  be  made,  and  hold  St.  Ste- 
■  tu,„  to  have  been  then  fuperior  to  all  Error ,  give 


t  me  leave  to  offer  his  Teftimony  upon  the  Point 
1  in  Queftion,  as  what  muft  fatisfy  You  and  does 
entirely  fatisfy  Me,  becaufe  it  relates  to  Points 
which  have  a  Connexion  with  Chriftianity. 

St.  Stephen  then  full  of  the  Holy  Ghoft ,  declares 
hat  ( c )  the  Angel  of  God  appeared  to,  Mofes 
in  the  Bujhy  that  God  font  him  to  be  a  Ruler  and 
Deliverer  of  the  IfraeliteSy  that  Mofes  (d)  J hewed 
'Wonders  and  Signs  in  the  Land  of  Egypt  and  in  the 
Red  Sea:  Here  the  Truth  and  Reality  of  Mofes’s 
Divine  Authority  is  afferted,  and  the  miraculous 
Paffage  thro’  the  Red  Sea  is  attefted,  by  one  whom 
you  acknowledge  fuperior  to  all  Error ,  And  the 
fame  infallible  Speaker  allures  us  ver.  38.  that 


(*)  Luke  ii.  23A4J  39-  (b)  Rom.  iii.  1, 

(c)  Atts  (dj  lb.  3 6 . 

L 


Mofes 
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Mofes  received  from  the  Angel  that  fpake  unto  him 
the  lively  Oracles ,  which  he  gave  unto  the  Jews\ 
fo  that  you  have  his  Teflimony  for  the  Divine 
Origin  of  the  Jevvifh  Law .  Nay,  that  the  Tabernack 
it  felf  was  ere&ed  by  an  immediate  Order  of  God, 
and  by  a  Pattern  given  from  Heaven ,  we  have  the 
clear  Authority  of  the  fame  St.  Stephen ,  who  fays 
ver.  44.  that  the  Tabernacle  of  Witnefs  in  the  Wil¬ 
der  nefs  was ,  as  God  had  appointed ,  fpeaking  unto 
Mofes,  that  he  Jhould  make  it  according  to  the  Fafloion 
that  he  had  feen  (i.  e.  which  was  Jhew'd  him  in 
the  Mount):  With  fuch  aTeflimony  as  this,  Sir, 
you  will  not  eafily  reconcile  what  in  your  hu^ 
mour  of  fporting  you  fay,  p.  38.  that  /  may  be¬ 
lieve  if  I  pie afe,  that  Mofes  with  all  his  Wifdom. 
was  not  able  to  diredl  the  building  a  Chapel  or  the 
waking  a  Candle  flick  and  Snuffers^  but  by  Divine  In- 
fpiration  and  after  a  Model  given  by  God . 

Upon  a  review  of  what  I  have  faid  in  favour 
of  thefe  two  Points,  The  literal  Truth  of  the  Mo- 
laic  Story  about  the  Creation  and  Fall  of  Man  \  and 
the  Divine  Origin  of  the  Jewish  Law  with  the  real 
infpiration  of  its  Founder  Mofes  $  I  am  in  fome 
hopes  that  what  has  been  offered  may  be  fatis- 
faftory  to  your  felf,  and  to  the  Readers,  if  any 
of  them  had  entertained  qualify' d  Sentiments  about 
thofe  important  Points.  If  I  have  in  any  part  of 
my  Argument  imputed  Sentiments  to  you,  which 
you  really  have  not,  I  am  very  ready  to  do  you 
Juftice,  whenever  you  fhall  make  it  appear  that 
what  you  have  faid  (not  only  in  Jofepbus’s  Name, 
but  in  your  own)  did  not  neceffarily  lead  me  to 
believe  that  they  ought  to  be  imputed  to  you: 
However  you  have  it  in  your  Power  to  vindicate 
your  felf  by  a  full  and  ftrong,  an  open  and  expli- 
cite  Account  of  your  Thoughts  on  thefe  Matters. 
If  I  know  my  felf,  I  am  far  from  being  prepoffefs'd 
with  fenfelefs  Syflems ,  and  darken'd  with  Prejudices , 


C  §3  ] 

nor  will  any  (I  believe)  that  know  me,  rank  me 
in  your  Lilt  of  raft)  and  dogmatical  Divines  efpe- 
mally  of  thorough-pad d  ones,  in  the  opprobrious 
benfe  which  you  feem  to  intend  by  that  Expreffion. 
But  (whatever  Appellations  I  run  the  Hazard  of) 
I  cannot  fubfcribe  to  a  Belief,  which  you  feem  to 
have,  that  fiich  Points  as  thefe  are  the  weak  Oat- 
works  of  Chriftianity ,  which  ought  to  be  demolifhed , 
as  Jewing  only  for  Shelter  and  Lodgment  to  the  Enc- 
myy  whence  to  hatter  it  more  effectual ly^  p.  2.  Weak 
or  ftrong,  they  have  a  neceflary  Connexion  with 
Chriftianity,  and  cannot  poffibly  be  demolijhed, 
tho  they  may  bafdy  be  quitted:  but  if  they  are 
quitted  and  given  up  to  the  Enemy ,  will  they  lefs 
ferve  for  his  Shelter  and  Lodgment?  Will  he  not 
when  in  pofleflion  of  them,  more  efifieBaally  batter 
Chriftianity  horn  fuch  Works  as  are  lo  clofely  join’d 
to  its  firm  and  natural  Entrenchments  ?  If  we  are 
to  judge  by  what  is  feen  in  War,  we  muft  de¬ 
termine  quite  otherwifethanyoudo  :  Fora  skilful 
Commander  always  takes  care  to  defend  his  Out¬ 
works  while  he  can$  and  it  is  generally  concluded 
that  when  they  are  given  up  or  loft,  'the  Body  of 
the  Town  is  not  likely  to  hold  out  loner  But 
after  all,  Sir,  where  is  the  Juftnefs  of  your  Simi¬ 
litude,  fince  the  Defence  of  Chriftianity  can  ne¬ 
ver  be  compared  with  the  Defence  of  a  Town? 
We  can  give  up  nothing  that  we  think  a  part  of 
our  Religion:  It  is  not  left  to  our  Prudence  or 
Policy,  to  our  Skill  or  our  Strength  to  make  new 
Out-works ,  or  demolifih  old  ones:  Whatever  th- 
Word  of  God  has  taught  us  is  a  part  of  the  Body 
ot  the  Town,  which  we  are  milled  with  the  De^ 
fence  of,  not  by  Political  Lying. ,  not  by  the  Falfe- 
hoods  of  Quotation,  but  by  Appeals  to  the  Ho¬ 
ly  Scriptures  of  God,  and  by  the  honeft  Applica¬ 
tion  of  thofe  Aids,  which  we  borrow  from  hu¬ 
man  Learning.  If  you  had  thus  defended  the 

IHe 
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fide  which  you  took  in  this  Difpute,  I  fiiould 
have  look’d  upon  our  Controverfy  as  a  mere  dif¬ 
ference  in  Judgment,  as  a  free  and  ferious  Inquiry 
on  both  fides  :  But  when  at  every  Step  I  found 
and  ftill  find  you  mifquoting  the  Words  and 
mifreprefenting  the  Senfe  of  Authors,  it  is  not  in 
my  power  (I  confefs)  to  think  you  arfair  and 
impartial  Writer.  Should  you  therefore  once 
more  appear  in  publick  upon  this  Subject,  let  me 
advife  you  to  examine  your  Authorities  more  care¬ 
fully,  and  to  offer  nothing  which  cannot  honeftly 
be  defended.  This  will  be  Juftice  to  Truth  and 
the  Publick:  It  will  be  Credit  and  Repute  to 
your  felf,  for  whofe  natural  Abilities  I  have  fome 
Efteem,  and  fiiould  have  more,  were  it  not  abated 
by  a  View  of  your  Application  of  them.  In  this 
Advice  I  fiiew  how  much  I  am, 


SIR, 


^an.  2i.  1731*2. 

Tour  Jincere  Well-Wijher ,  &c. 
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R  E  M  A  R 

O  N  A 

R  E  ,  P,  L  Y 

TO  THE 

DEFENCE  of  the  LETTER 

T  O 

Dr.  WATERLAND. 

Wherein  the  Author’s  Sentiments,  as  to  all 
the  principal  Points  in  Difpute,  are  fully 
and  clearly  explained  in  the  Manner  that 
has  been  promifed. 


The  Intendment  of  my  Difcourfe  is,  that  PermiJJion  Jhould  be  in  Ffueftions 
fpeculative,  indeterminable,  curious  and  unnecejfary  ;  and  that  Men  would 
not  make  more  Neceffuies  t fan, i  God made',  which  indeed  are  not  many. 
‘The  'Fault  I  find  and  feek  to  re  nfecty  is,  that  Men  are  fo  dogmatical  and 
refohite  in  their  Opinions,  and  impatient  of  other  s  Difagreeings  in  thofe 
Things,  wherein  are  no  JiiJficient  Means  of  Union  and  Determination  : 
hut  that  Men  Jhould  let  Opinions  at:d  Problems  keep  their  own  Forms, 
and  not  be  obtruded  as  Axioms  j  nor  Spucftions  in  the  no  aft  GolleElion  of 
the  Syjtem  of  Divinity  be  adopted  into  the  Family  of  Faith  :  and  I  think 
.  I  have  Reafon  to  defire  this. 

Taylor  Lib.  of  Prophef.  Ep.  Dedic.  p.  I2-* 
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O  N  A 

REPLY 

T  O  T  H  E 

DEFENCE  of  the  LETTER 

T  O 

Dr.  WATERLAND. 


SIR, 


YO  U  begin  your  Reply  by  obferving  j 
that  it  was  near  twelve  months  before 
the  Defence  of  my  Letter  appeared  in, 
print :  yet  you  make  no  exceptions ,  you  fay, 
to  the  length  of  time.  To  what  purpofe  then 
do  you  fet  out  with  an  obfervation  fb  im- 
pertinent  ?  Why  ;  to  introduce  another 
much  more  fo  ;  that  a  longer  time  would  have 
pajl,  before  you  could  have  prevailed  with  your 
feif  to  have  publifhed  fuch  a  Defence .  And 
for  that  matter,  you  need  not  be  in  any 

A  ^  pain  5 


(  4  ) 

pain;  every  reader,  I  dare  fay,  will  allow 
it >  that  had  you  taken  twice  twelve  months , 
it  would  not  have  been  in  your  power  to 
have  produced  fuch  an  one . 

The  next  paragraph  gives  us  a  tafte  of 
your  vanity  :  for  you  cannot  hold  out  ten 
lines ,  without  informing  the  reader,  that 
you  have  forced  me  to  recant  and  plead  guilty 
to  the  charge  of  a  falfe  quotation:  and  left 
it  fhould  be  forgotten,,  you  repeat  it  a  few 
pages  after,  and  once  more  renew  your  tri¬ 
umph  over  me  \  And  here,  whatever  cre¬ 
dit  it  gives  you,  or  whatever  Ihame  it  brings 
to  myfelf,  I  muft  confefs  it  to  be  true  ; 
that  I  have  rec anted ,  and  owned  myfelf  guilty 
of  quoting  falfy ,  as  you  fay,  or  as  others 
will  think,  too  negligently ,  in  one  inftance : 
and  had  it  been  proved  upon  me  in  many 
more,  would  have  owned  it  as  readily  :  nor 
am  I  defirous  to  give  any  check  to  your  plea- 
fure,  by  obferving,  that  it  was  in  a  point  of  no 
confequence ;  for  had  it  been  of  much  greater, 
I  fhould  have  retraded  the  more  freely :  the 
only  ufe  I  fhall  make  of  it,  is  to  fhew  the 
difference  of  your  condud  and  mine  on  this 
occafion :  for  pray,  Sir,  what  is  it  in  this 
controverfy  that  you  have  retraded  ?  Have 
you  in  any  once  inftanc z  pleaded  guilty,  or 
owned  yourfelf  confuted  ?  No,  you  infijl 
Upon  it,  that  you  have  advanced  nothing  rajhly 


1  Reply  to  Defence,  p.  25. 


in  your  whole  Reply  1  ;  that  you  have  made 
good  every  Jingle  infiance  of  faljhood  charged 
upon  me . 

As  to  the  truth  of  what  you  injifi  upon  5  we 
{hall  be  better  able  to  judge  of  it  by  and  by: 
in  the  mean  while,  as  I  am  here  confidering 
the  difference  of  your  temper  and  mine,  as 
to  pleading  guilty  on  fair  conviction  ;  I  (hall 
out  of  many  inftances,  produce  only  three 
or  four,  in  which  you  ought  at  leaft  to 
have  pleaded  guilty,  for  if  you  have  the 
Learning  you  pretend  to,  you  muff:  know 
yourfelf  to  be  confuted  ;  if  the  love  of 
Truth  and  Religion,  muff  know  it  your  duty 
to  confefs  it. 

1.  I  had  produced  in  my  Letter  a  tefti- 
mony  of  St.  Stephen ,  to  prove,  that  the 
}. "Egyptians  were  pojfejfed  of  learning  in  Mcfes's 
time  a.  This  teftimony  you  treated  with 
fuch  rajhnefs ,  as  gave  me  occafion  to  charge 
you  with  overturning  the  very  foundations 
and  betraying  the  very  Citadel  of  Revealed 
Religion  3 3  by  fuppoilng  that  a  perfon  full 
of  the  Holy  Ghofi ,  and  under  the  adlual  influ¬ 
ence  of  a  Divine  Spirit ,  could  poffibly  affert 
any  thing  erroneous :  and  in  this  I  was  fup- 
ported  by  the  exprefs  declaration  of  Dr. 
Waterland  himfelf,  whofe  Defence  you  had 
undertaken. 

1  Reply  to  Defence,  p.  3,  4. 

1  Letter,  p.  23. 

?  Defence,  p.  71. 


JMow 


Now  what  do  you  reply  to  this  ?  Why, 
nothing  at  all  diredly;  but  mutter  only 
fomewhat  in  a  parenthejis 1 ;  as  if  St.  Ste¬ 
phen,  when  filled  with  the  Holy  Ghofi,  might 
yet  confidently  affirm  what  was  falfe  of  faffs, 
that  have  no  relation  to  the  Chrifiian  doffrine. 
Which  is  to  allow  in  effed,  that  he  might 
be  fall  of  the  Holy  Ghofi ,  and  full  of  error  ; 
full  of  truth ,  and  full  of  faljhood  too  at  the 
fame  time:  a  pofition,  which  no  Chrifiian 
will  prefume  to  defend;  and  which  if  I 
had  but  darkly  hinted,  the  ufual  titles  of 
Freethinker  and  Infidel  would  have  been 
thought  too  foft  for  me.  As  in  the  cafe 
then  of  St.  Stephen ,  all  people  were  fcan- 
dalized  at  your  rajhnefs ;  fo  your  condud 
would  have  been  more  edifying  to  the  lo¬ 
vers  of  Frutb  and  Religion ,  and  more  fuit- 
able  to  the  zeal  you  pretend  for  both,  had 
you  endeavoured  to  repair  that  Scandal,  by 
acknowledging  your  error,  and  pleading  guilty 
to  it;  and  not  thro'  a  falfe  pride  and  vanity , 
which  every  man  mu  ft  contemn,  fought  to 
bear  down  all  before  you,  by  infifiing, ,  that 
you  have  adva?iced  nothing  rajhly . 

2.  As  to  the  fad  itfelf,  of  the  learning  and 
politenefs  of  the  Egyptians  in  Mofesh  time : 
after  all  your  cry  againft  me  for  the  falfioood 
of  my  hifiorical  faffs,  it  proved  at  laft  the 
only  one ,  in  which  you  attempted  to  fix  that 
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charge  upon  me,  by  the  help  of  what  you 
call  Sir  Ifaac  Newton’*  demonjiratiom  and 
f  difcoveries-,  where  he  has,  as  you  declare, 
demonjirated  my  notions  to  be  falfe  i.  In  an- 
fwer  to  this  I  have  evinced  the  truth  of  my 
opinion  fo  undeniably,  from  the  teftimony  of 
all  hijlory,  both  facred  and  prophane ;  that 
every  reader,  I  dare  fay,  is  convinced  of  it, 
and  you  yourfelf  in  fadt  allow  it,  by  leaving 
me  in  pojfefjion  of  the  quefion  \  But  you  do 
it  with  fo  ill  a  grace,  with  fo  much  reluc¬ 
tance  and  fhuffling  about  it,  as  takes  off  all 
the  credit  of  a  liberal  and  ingenuous  conceflion. 
For  after  you  had  rafhly  advanced  the  autho¬ 
rity  of  Sir  Ifaac  above  Scripture  itfelf,  which 
cannot  poffibly  be  true,  unlefs  his  Demonfra- 
\  lions,  as  you  call  them,  be  falfe  ;  inftead  of 
taking  any  blame  to  yourfelf,  you  throw  it 
all  upon  me,  for  expofing  that  rafhnefs  and 
defending  Scripture:  for  you  labour  to  raife 
a  clamour  and  envy  againft  me  for  infulting 
Sir  Ifaac ;  and  with  your  ufual  rhetorick  mo- 
vingly  exclaim,  how  low  is  the  great  Newton 
fallen  !  how  ignorant  in  your  opinion  !  I  have 
already  declared  my  opinion  of  him  to  be 
as  great,  as  I  can  poffibly  have  of  any  mor¬ 
tal:  yet  the  honour  I  have  for  his  name 
muft  not  deprive  me  of  the  privilege  of  judg¬ 
ing  for  myfelf  in  all  queftions,  that  I  am 
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capable  of  underftandirjg ;  and  of  thinking 
differently  even  from  Sir  Ifaac ,  or  any  man 
elfe,  as  oft  as  the  force  of  reafons  obliges  me. 

You  difmift  the  queftion  by  affuring  me, 
that  whenever  I  Jhall  be  inclined  to  treat  it 
more  fully ,  there  Jhall  not  want  one ,  who  will 
attempt  to  do  jujlice  to  Sir  Ifaac*  j  proofs  >  and 
with  this  promife  you  leave  me ,  as  you  fay, 
in  pojfefjion  cf  it.  But  is  not  this  a  poor  child- 
Ifh  evafion ;  the  ftale  Ihift  of  thofe,  who 
having  nothing  to  fay  or  give,  refer  them- 
felves  to  another  time?  Will  the  reader  be¬ 
lieve,  that  you  would  have  left  me  in  poffef 
fon  of  any  thing,  you  could  have  wrefted  from 
me  ?  much  lefs  of  a  queftion,  which  bears 
the  greateft  fhew  of  Learning,  of  any  in  the 
Controverfy ;  and  of  that fngle  hiftorical  Faff, 
which  you  had  charged  me  with  falffying ? 
if  you  had  any  real  intention  to  do  jujlice  to 
Sir  Ifaac’ s  proofs,  why  did  you  not  do  it  here ; 
when  it  was  your  bufinefs  to  do  it,  when 
you  were  challenged  to  do  it  ?  I  have  en¬ 
tered  fully  and  freely  into  an  examination 
of  them;  have  produced  all  I  had  to  offer 
on  the  fubjedt;  which,  however  fight  you 
declare  it  to  be,  will  be  thought  by  every 
body  elfe  fufficient  and  effectual  to  confute 
you:  nay,  what’s  wrorfe;  you  plainly  difco- 
ver,  that  you  think  fo  yourfelf;  and  ftand 
condemned  in  your  own  mind,  and  punifh- 
ed  by  a flly  pride ,  that  will  not  give  you  leave 
to  own  yourfelf  in  the  wrong. 

d  o 
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3*  You  charged  me  in  your  Reply  r;  with 
faljly  ajferting  the  Golden  Calf  in  the  Wil- 
dernefs  to  have  been  made  in  imitation  of 
the  ./Egyptian  Apis  and  affirmed  withal, 
that  there  was  no  ground  in  Scripture-fory 
for  my  notion  2.  In  anfwer  to  which  I  ob~ 
ferved,  that  the  God  Apis  was  worfhipped 
in  the  fame  formy  and  with  the  fame  cere¬ 
monies  as  the  Golden  Calf:  and  that  I  had 
with  me  the  concurrence  of  all  the  learned, 
yvho  had  touched  this  queftion,  as  well  as 
of  the  moft  zealous  and  orthodox  defe?iders  of 
Chriftianity.  And  from  Scripture fory  I 
(hewed ;  that  the  Idolatry ,  by  which  the 
Ifraelites  fo  often  provoked  God,  is  faid  to 
be  fuch  as  their  Fathers  had  learned  and 
praBifed  in  Jigypt ;  that  the  Idols  they  were 
fond  of,  even  at  the  time  of  making  the 
Golden  Calf  are  defcribed  as  /Egyptian  ones ; 
and  that  St.  Stephen  alledges  this  very  cafe 
of  the  Calf  as  an  inftance  of  their  turning 
back  in  their  hearts  into/ Egypt  3 .  Now  can 
there  be  any  greater  rafonefs  in  a  Scholar ,than 
roundly  to  deny  what  men  of  learning  from 
the  reafon  of  the  thing  and  the  teftimony  of 
hiftory  have  been  obliged  to  affert?  Can 
there  be  any  greater  in  a  Diviney  than 
to  affirm,  that  there  s  no  ground  in  Scripture - 

- 
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fory ,  for  what  is  fo  clearly  confirmed  by 
many  texts  of  Scripture  ? 

What  then  have  you  faid  to  this  in  your 
Reply?  Why,  without  giving  any  anfwer  to 
my  Authorities ,  or  any  other  account  of 
my  Scripture  texts ;  without  alledging  any 
new  Reafons,  or  confuting  the  old  ones;  you 
flick  firm  to  your  point,  and  tell  us  plainly, 
that  what  you  before  faid,  you  fill  affert> 
that  there  are  no  grounds  from  Scripture-foryy 
to  think  the  Golden  Calf  to  have  been  made  in 
imitation  of  the  ^Egyptian  Apis1.  How  is 
it  poflible  to  deal  with  fuch  a  Writer,  whofe 
maxim,  as  oft  as  confuted,  is  to  afert  fill , 
and  inffi  that  he  has  advanced  nothing  rafily  ? 

4.  But  the  next  inftance  is  ftill  the  mod: 
flagrant.  In  your  Reply  to  my  Letter ,  you  will 
mention ,  you  fay,  but  one  mifake  more  of  mine 
tinder  this  article :  very  modeft  truly,  to  men¬ 
tion  but  one>  where  with  the  fame  truth 
you  might  have  mentioned  twenty .  The 
miftake  is ;  that  I  had  aflerted  on  the  au¬ 
thority  of  the  learned,  that  Hieroglyphicks 
or  jacred  Characters  were  ufed  in  iEgypt  be- 
fore  Mofes:  whereas  you  affirm,  Sir  Ifaac  to 
have  Jhewn ,  that  they  were  not  fo  much  as  in¬ 
vented  till  the  reign  tf/'Rehoboam1.  To  this 
I  anfwered,  that  Sir  Ifaac  was  fo  far  from 
having  fhewn  what  you  affirmed  of  him, 


1  Reply  to  Defence,  p.  43. 
1  Reply,  p.  48. 


(  II  ) 

that  he  had  directly  (hewn  the  contrary  | 
had  exprefly  allowed  the  very  thing  I  affert- 
ed,  that  Hieroglyph! cks  were  in  ufe  in  the  days 
c/’Mofes  T. 

And  what  have  you  replied  to  this  ?  not 
one  fy liable .  But  will  not  every  one  refled:  on 
what  you  ought  to  have  replied  ?  Ought  you 
not  to  have  recalled  the  miftake,  fo  rajhly 
charged  on  me,  and  taken  it  toyourfelf? 
and  the  more  readily,  for  being  fo  grofs  an 
one  ?  Ought  you  not  rather  to  have  done 
any  thing  than  afjert  and  infijl  with  fuch  af- 
furance  that  you  had  advanced  nothing  rajhly ; 
that  every  Jingle  injlance  of  faljloood  was  made 
good  againjl  me  2  ?  ’ Tis  fuch  perverfenefs  and 
difingenuity  as  this  that  confirms  men  in  Seep - 
ticifm ,  inftead  of  convincing  them  ;  by  inf  fling 
for  ever  on  exploded  nonfenfe  and  cramming 
down  people’s  throats  what  all  men  of  fenfe 
muft  naufeate.  Is  it  poffible  after  this  to 
exped:  any  thing  candid  or  impartial  from 
you  in  the  way  of  argument  ?  no ;  we  fhall 
not  be  deceived 5  you  preferve  a  true  unity 
of  charader  through  your  whole  perform¬ 
ance;  ’tis  all  of  a  piece;  equal  and  uniform 
to  itfelf  from  one  end  to  the  other : 

— — — Servatur  ad  imumy 

^ualis  ah  incept 0  pfoce ferity  &  fbi  confiat. 

To  illuftratek  a  little  farther ; 
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The  defign  of  your  Reply ,  as  ’tis  declared 
by  yourfelf,  was  to  fet  forth  the  faljhood  of 
my  Quotations  and  Hifiorical  Faffs :  and  your 
very  Title  Page  and  Introduffion  prepared  us 
to  expert  that  you  would  make  good  your 
charge  againft  them  all .  Yet  I  oblerved,  that 
when  you  came  to  the  particulars,  all  you 
attempted  to  cavil  at  were  fifteen ,  out  of 
fourfcore ;  and  that  even  two  of  that  number 
had  no  reference  to  any  quotation  at  all .  Let’s 
juft  coniider,  what  you  have  replied  to  this. 
As  to  the  two  infiances  I  exclude  from  your 
lift,  you  are  content,  it  feems,  to  exclude 
them  too  and  change  the  name  if  I  do  not  like 
it 1 :  but  why  then  were  they  added  to  the 
account  of  Quotations ,  when  they  had  no  re¬ 
lation  to  it,  unlefs  to  enflame  and  enhaunce  a 
falfe  charge  ?  you  fay  withal,  that  you  did 
not  intend  to  attack  all  my  Quotations ,  but 
my  original  ones  only 1  2.  And  by  the  inftances 
you  give,  one  would  imagine,  that  by  ori¬ 
ginal,  you  mean  Latm  and  Greek  ones :  as 
if  my  Englijh  Quotations ,  which  you  do  not 
meddle  with,  were  not  as  truly  original  as 
thofe  taken  from  Herodotus .  But  you  define 
more  diftindlly  your  fenfe  of  original  ones ; 
telling  us,  that  they  are  fuch,  as  I  have  not 
taken  at  Jecond  hand  on  the  authority  of  other 
writers ;  for  you  never  meant  to  charge  ??iewith 
fecond  hand  Quotations ,  knowing  that  if  they 
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arefalfe,  the  authors  I  take  them  from  are  an* 
fwerable  for  the  faljhood  of  them .  Why  then 
do  you  charge  me  with  one  drawn  from 
Maimonidesy  on  the  authority  tf/’Spencer  3  and 
which  Spencer  y  you  fay,  took  from  Buxtorf 1  ? 
Is  not  this  by  your  own  definition  doubly  a 
feco?2d  handed  one?  Why  do  you  charge  to  my 
account  likewife  2  another  taken  from  the 
Rabbins y  on  the  authority  tf/Xightfoot  ?  Is 
not  this  too  a  fecond  hand  Quotation  ?  So  that 
your  Reply  in  this  cafe,  as  in  moft  others,  is 
fo  ihuffling  and  inconfiftent,  as  fhews  you 
determined  at  all  adventures  rather  to  defend 
every  thing  raflohy  than  yield  up  any  thing 
ingenuoufy . 

'Tis  not  worth  while  to  follow  you  a- 
gain  thro’  all  the  cavils  of  your  firjl  Reply , 
which  you  now  repeat  and  infift  on  in  your 
fecond.  A  Controverfy  would  be  the  bufi- 
nefs  of  life,  if  we  muft  treat  it  at  this  rate, 
and  dwell  for  ever  on  the  fame  fadts.  I 
have  already  faid  enough  on  each,  and  am 
content  to  leave  the  merit  of  it  to  the  judg¬ 
ment  of  the  reader :  however,  to  {hew  you 
that  I  have  no  other  reafon  for  declining 
any  debate  or  argument  you  offer,  but  meer- 
ly  to  fave  time  and  cut  {hort  unneceffary 
fquabbles,  I  {hall  run  over  again  with  you 
'two  or  three  of  your  inftances,  where  you 
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fancy  yourfelf  the  ftrongeft,  or  have  added 
fome  new  force  to  your  former  exceptions. 

You  urge  then  afrelh  in  your  fecond  Re¬ 
ply ,  with  regard  to  what  1  have  quoted 
from  Cicero ;  that  Cicero’*  true  Sentiments 
are  not  to  be  found  under  the  character  cf  his 
Academic  Speakers1:  and  tell  us  withal!, 
that  it  was  on  this  very  Article  that  the  Au¬ 
thor  of  the  Difcourfe  on  Free-thinking  received 
fuch  chaftifement  from  Phileleutherus  Lipfi- 
enfis,  that  you  never  expended  to  fee  any  one  fo 
venturefome ,  as  to  af'ert  the  fame  thing  again . 
And  I  readily  allow,  that  the  Free-thinker 
you  mention  received  a  very  proper  cor- 
redion  from  Phileleutherus  Lipfenfs ;  whofe 
great  learning  likewife  I  am  as  ready  as  your- 
felf  to  acknowledge :  but  I  allure  you,  Sir, 
that  at  the  time  of  writing  My  Letter ,  I  did 
not  recoiled:  what  either  of  thofe  Authors 
have  faid  on  the  fubjed;  but  ufed  on  this, 
as  on  all  other  occafions,  the  right  I  claim  ! 
of  judging  for  myfelf :  yet  lam  apt  to  think, 
that  the  Learned  Writer  we  are  fpeaking  of, 
either  does  not  infift  fo  much,  as  you  ima¬ 
gine,  on  what  he  has  advanced,  or  thinks 
it  at  lead  confident  with  the  ufe  I  make  of  • 
Ciceroy  from  the  principle  he  himfelf  lays  ; 
down  ;  that  the  reafoning  is  the  fame^  from 
whatever  quarter  it  comes ^  a?id  the  Authority  j 
not  the  lefy  though  transferred  from  Cicero  to  a  \ 

Stoic  1 1  ; 
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Stoic  1  ;  for  Stis  very  credibly  reported,  that 
on  reading  My  Letter  to  Dr.  Water  land,  be¬ 
fore  any  name  had  been  mentioned  of  the 
fuppofed  Author,  he  did  in  very  ftrong  terms 
exprefs  his  approbation  of  it. 

But  to  return  to  the  queftion :  Cicero  is 
allowed  on  all  hands  to  have  been  a  pro* 
fe fed  and  Jincere  follower  of  the  Academy  : 
this  he  declares,  in  every  part  of  his  Works, 
and  owns  himfelf  indebted  for  all  the  T’ clients 
and  Abilities  he  was  mafter  of,  to  the  pre¬ 
cepts  and  principles  of  that  Philofophy . 

'  Where  then  are  we  to  look  for  his  real  Sen - 
timents  on  any  queftion ;  but  where  that 
queftion  is  treated  profefledly  and  elabo¬ 
rately  according  to  the  principles  and  max¬ 
ims  of  the  Academy  ?  This  is  the  cafe  in  his 
fee  end  Book  of  Divination ,  where  he  dilputes 
in  his  own  perfon ;  and  where  he;  declares, 
'  that  the  chief  purpofe  of  that  Deputation  was 
'  to  explode  Superflition  %  as  it  was  likewife  in 
his  other  Book  of  the  Nature  of  the  Gods  a 
E  which  is  not  applicable  to  any  other  part 
*  in  this  Book ,  but  that  only,  which  Cotta 
fuftains.  Dr.  W.  tells  us,  that  Tullyh 
'  Difputants  in  thefe  very  Books ,  De  natura 
!  Deorum ,  &  de  Divinatione ,  debate  in  good 
earhejl ,  and  reprefent  the  fenfe  of  the  fever al 
i  contending  parties  to  the  bejl  advantage  3 . 
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And  if  fo,  then  the  Sentimentg  affirmed  by 
Cotta muft  be  confidered  as  the  Sentiments 
of  Cicero  himfelf,  as  they  were  the  Senfe  of 
the  Academic  party  reprefejited  to  the  bejl  ad¬ 
vantage. 

And  as  to  the  declaration,  that  Cicero 
makes  in  the  end  of  this  Dialogue  in  favour 
of  the  Stoics  ;  I  am  ftill  of  opinion,  that  it 
may  be  confidered  as  a  compliment  to  Brutus, 
to  whom  this  very  Book  is  addrefledj  by 
giving  a  flight  preference  to  his  Philofophy  ; 
tho’  himfelf  at  the  lame  time  really  followed 
and  preferred  another  kind 1 .  But  this  you 
CdMflrange,  and  wonder  how  I  can  fuppofe 
Cicero  to  have  complimented  with  fuch  infin- 
cerity  2.  But  ’tis  more  f  range ,  to  hear  a 
man  of  gravity  talking  fo  childiffily.  For 
what  is  it,  I  would  know,  that  you  take 
Cicero  to  have  been  ?  fome  Bigot  perhaps  in 
Religion ;  who  reckoned  it  a  point  of  Con¬ 
fidence,  not  to  depart  a  tittle  from  the  ri¬ 
gour  of  his  principles :  or  fome  Pedant  in 
Letters  y  who  thought  it  a  diminution  to  his 
charader,  not  to  afiert  on  all  occafions  the 
fupreme  prerogative  of  his  own  judgment. 
No,  Sir,  I  impute  no  infincerity  to  himy  but 
what  is  fuitable  to  his  high  merit  and  cha¬ 
rader,  fuch  as  would  difpofe  him,  for  the 

1  Quod  genus  Philofophiae  minime  arrogans,  maxim  eque 
&  conftans  &  elegans  arbitraremur,  quatuor  Academicis  li-  \ 
bris  oftendimus,  de  Div.  /.  2.  1. 
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eafe  andpolitenefsof  converfation,  not  to  in- 
lift  always  ori  the  ftri&nefs  of  his  Sentiments, 
but  to  yield  up  fomewhat  even  of  his  own 
perfuafion,  to  do  a  civility  or  plea  fare  to  his 
Friend.  A  behaviour,  which,  however flrange 
to  you,  will  hardly  do  him  difcredit  with 
any  body  elfe. 

But  the  words  I  quoted  are  fo  far,  you 
fay,  from  giving  Cicero  s  opinion ,  that  they 
do  not  fo  much  as  reprefen t  Cottas ,  who 
fpeaks  them:  This  notion  I  have  already 
treated  as  it  deferves  1  :  but  you  infift  upon 
it  again,  and  enforce  it  by  a  new  proof, 
drawn  from  what  Cotta  in  the  clofe  of  his 
argument  fays  to  his  Antagonijl ;  facile  me 
a  te  vinci  pojfe ,  certo  fcio .  From  which  you 
infer,  that  Cottah  approbation  gJ  the  Senti¬ 
ments  he  had  been  ajferting ,  is  inconfiflent 
with  the  declaration  he  makes  of  his  knowing  for 
certain  that  Balbus  could  confute  him 2.  And 
here  again  you  fall  into  the  fame  miftake 
of  treating  a  meer  compliment ,  as  if  it  were 
a  folemn  a?id  categorical  2iSn’im.i\Qn.  A  mere 
compliment i  I  fay  3  which  every  body  who 
knows  any  thing  of  good  manners  or  good 
fenfe  will  fee  at  once  to  be  fuch  :  though  his, 
I’m  perfuaded,  Juch  an  one,  as  you  will  never 
make,  of  allowing  any  man  able  to  confute 
you .  Cottay  in  doling  his  argument,  throws 
it  into  the  hands  of  Balbus ,  in  a  polite  man- 
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ner,  by  declaring,  that  he  knew  it  to  be  in 
his  power  to  confute  him  with  eafe :  A  civil 
turn  of  expreffion  ;  very  common  on  all  oc- 
cafions  of  eafy  debate,  whether  publick  or 
private  :  yet  you  argue  from  the  Jlridl fenfe 
of  the  words,  as  if  Cotta  were  declaring  his 
jlridt  Sentiments :  in  which  you  contradict  the 
very  authority  you  follow,  of  Phileleutherus 
himfelf,  who  fays,  that  in  this  very  Book  of 
the  Nature  of  the  Gods ,  none  of  the  difputants 
concede ;  all  (land  firm  to  their  principles  l. 
Befides;  whilft  you  lay  fo  much  ftrefs  on 
thefe  words,  and  afiert  them  flridily  to  bear, 
that  Cotta  knew  for  certain ,  &c.  you  forget 
what  you  had  allowed  the  page  before,  that 
it  was  the  peculiar  character  of  the  Academy , 
to  know  nothing  for  certain . 

Again;  to  iliew  that  the  part  afiigned  to 
Cotta  did  in  faCt  contain  Ciceros  real  Senti¬ 
ments,  I  obferved,  that  in  his  fecond  Book  of 
Divination ,  where  he  difputes  in  his  own  per- 
fon ,  he  takes  the  fame  fide  and  ufes  the  fame 
arguments ,  to  confute  the  opinions  of  the  Stoics 
about  Religion  and  Divination  2 3.  And  here, 
after  puzzling  a  while  to  find  out  my  mean¬ 
ing,  you  fuppofe  it  at  1  aft  to  be,  that  Cicero 
in  this  Book  haddifputed  againjl  Religion :  which 
you  affirm  to  befalfe ,  and  produce  Ciceros  own 
words  to  produce  it  3.  But  whatever  you  af- 

1  Remarks  on  Difcourfe  ofFreethink.  par.  II.  p.  73. 

2  Defence,  p.  9. 
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firm,  or  whatever  you  take  Cicero  to  mean, 

I  here  again  declare  that  Cicero  in  his  fecond 
Book  of  Divination  difputes  againfl  Religion , 
as  it  was  explained  and  underlined  by  the 
Stoics 5  who  held  Divination  to  be  an  effien- 
tial  and  principal  part  of  it.  If  there  are 
Gods ,  there  is  Divination ,  was  fundamental 
with  them ;  as  you  might  have  learnt  from 
Cicero  himfelf,  who  calls  this  very  Article, 
the  fortrefs  or  citadel  of  the  Stoical  Religion  ! . 
And  to  difpute  againfl;  Divination  was  not 
only  to  difpute  againfl:  theReligion  of  theStoicks , 
but  againfl  the  popular  or  efablifhed  Reli¬ 
gion  too  5  which,  as  every  one  knows,  was 
founded  on  the  fuppofition  of  the  truth  of 
Divination ,  and  mo  ft  of  its  offices  and  ce¬ 
remonies  inftituted  on  that  foie  foundation, 
which  mu  ft  of  courfe  fall  to  the  ground, 
were  Divination  taken  away  2. 

But  how  then,  you'll  fay,  are  we  to  un- 
derftand  Cicero ,  when  he  declares  in  this 
fame  Book,  that  he  has  no  defign  to  take 
away  Religion  ?  Very  eafily  ;  by  confidering 
him  only  as  talking  like  a  Philofopher :  that 
though  he  was  confuting  the  fuperflitious  no¬ 
tions  of  the  Stoicks,  yet  he  did  not  mean  by 
that  to  deftroy  the  Religion  of  Reafon  and 

1  Arcem  tu  quidem  Stoicorum,  Quinte,  defendjs,  fi  qui- 
dem  ifta  fie  reciprocantur ;  ut  &,  fi  divinatio  fit,  Dii  fint,  &, 
li  Dii  fint,  fit  divinatio,  de  Dw •  /.  i.  6. 

2  Cum  omnis  populi  Romani  reiigio  in  Sacra  &  in  Aufpi- 
cia  divifa  fit  ;  tertiurp  adjundtum  fit,  ii  quid  prteaidlionia 
caufaex  portentis  &monftris  Sybiils  interprei.es, Harufpiceive 
monuerunt,  Nat.  Deor .  3.2. 
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Nature ,  founded  in  the  belief  of  a  God  and 
his  Providence:  and  though  he  declared  for 
preferving  the  Rites  and  Ceremonies  ejlablijhed 
by  their  Ancejlors ;  yet  it  was  for  reafons  of 
policy,  and  the  ends  of  government  only  -y 
not  that  he  thought  them  any  part  of  the 
true  and  rational  Religion ,  which  men  of 
fenfe  ought  to  follow  x. 

You  proceed  to  enforce  an  exception  of 
yours,  to  a  quotation  from  Jofephus ,  about 
the  ufe  cf  Circumcifion  in  Mgypt.  Where  I 
mult  recommend  one  general  remark  to  the 
reader,  and  delire  him  to  apply  to  all  your 
Cavils  of  this  kind ,  viz .  that  if  on  any  oc- 
cafion,  thro’  hafte  or  eagernefs,  I  have  laid 
more  ftrefs  on  any  tefiimony ,  than  it  will 
ftridtly  and  fingly  bear,  yet  ’tis  always  in 
cafes,  where  I  have  either  fupported  the 
fame  faff  by  other  jull  and  clear  authorities , 
or  where  ’tis  allowed  and  notorious,  that  it 
can  be  fo  fupported.  So  that  whatever  may 
be  objected  to  the  exa&nefs  of  any  parties 
Jar  quotation ,  it  makes  no  alteration  in  the 
flate  of  the  queftion  itfelf.  This  will  be 
explained  by  the  inftance  before  us. 

I  had  quoted  Herodotus ,  Diodorus  Siculus , 


1  Nam  Sc  majorum  inftituta  tueri  facris  caeremoniifque  re- 
tinendis  fapientis  ell :  Sc  die  praeftantem  aliquam,  aeternam-  i 
que  naturam  Sc  cam  fufpiciendam,  admirandamque  hominum  , 
generi,  pulchritudo  mundi  ordoque  rerum  coelcftium  cogit  ' 
confiteri.  Quamobrem  ut  religio  propaganda  eft,  quae  eft  j 
junttacum  cognitione  naturae;  fic  fuperftitionis  ftirpes  om- 
nes  ejiciendae,  de  Div.  2.  7 2. 
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Strabo,  to  prove,  that  Circumcijion  was  uni- 
verfally  praSifed  by  the  /Egyptians ;  in  con¬ 
firmation  of  which,  I  added  likewife  a  paf- 
fage  of  Jofephus  ;  that  does  not,  it  feems, 
come  up  to  the  very  point  of  unherfal prac¬ 
tice  :  now  without  taking  any  notice  of  the 
other  authorities,  which  eftablifh  the  fact, 
you  catch  hold  of  this  ,  run  away  with  the 
cry  of  falfe  quotation ;  and  fancying,  that 
you  have  got  the  reader  on  your  fide,  and 
can  now  perfuade  him  to  any  thing,  you 
prefen tly  form  an  Hypothejis  out  of  your  own 
brain ;  that  the  /Egyptian  Priejis  only  were 
circumcifed  that  thefe  Priejis  taught  the 
Priejis  of  other  nations  to  be  Jo  too  ;  and  that 
it  was  not  for  the  fake  of  cleanlinefy  as  I 
tranfate  xaS-agioTqr&y  but  of  purity ;  juft 
as  it  was  among  the  Jews  1 .  All  which  par¬ 
ticulars  I  have  feverally  confidered  and  con¬ 
futed  2.  But  this  rude  way  of  confuting 
does  not  pleafe  you ;  you  call  it  dropping 
the  queftion  and  drawing  oft'  the  reader  from 
the  charge  brought  againft  me  3.  And  ’tis  in¬ 
deed  drawing  of  his  attention  from  wordsy 
to  things ;  from  trifles ,  to  truth  ;  nor,  as 
you  fay,  by  droppingy  but  keeping  ftridly 
to  the  merits  of  the  queftion :  which  you 
are  forced  in  effed  to  give  up,  by  de¬ 
claring  here,  that  whether  the  /Egyptians 

1  Repty*  p- 15- 
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were  generally  circumcifed  or  no ,  is  no 
rial  inquiry  V. 

To  what  purpofe  have  you  fpent  fo 
much  pains  in  inquiring  about  it?  And  why 
do  you  employ  fome  pages  of  your  fecond 
Reply ,  to  prove  the  negative  ?  Which  you 
endeavour  to  do  by  the  help  of  a  frefh  au¬ 
thority  from  flofefhus  ;  who  in  giving  an  ac¬ 
count  of  the  death  of  Apion,  an  Egyptian,  tells 
us ,  that  he  was  forced  to  be  circumcifed  on  account 
of  a  difemper ,  of  which  he  died  ' .  Upon  which 
you  give  this  decifive  and  declarative  fen- 
tence  ;  that  it  may  fujfce  to  few ,  both  that 
the  Egyptians  in  general  did  not  pra&ife  this 
rite ,  and  that  Jofephus  knew  very  well  that 
they  did  not .  Yet  this  very  fa  ft,  from  which 
you  decide  fo  dogmatically,  will  be  found 
at  laft  very  little  to  your  purpofe;  and  like 
fome  other  authorities  you  alledge,  tho’  it 
has  fome  (hew,  has  no  foundation.  The 
thing  afferted  is,  that  the  ^Egyptians  under j 
the  flour  ifhing  flate  of  their  ancient  Monarchy 
and  Religion  were  generally  circumcifed :  and 
you  to  confute  it,  oppofe  the  cafe  of  a 
flngle  (^/Egyptian  ;  which  is  not  pretended  | 
to  have  happened,  till  after  their  Monarchy . 
and  Religion  had  been  diffolved,  and  the 
Country  converted  to  a  Roman  Province. , 
How  judicious  and  conclufive  fuch  reafoning  ■ 
is,  I  fhall  leave  to  the  reader. 
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;  But  you  tell  me  here,  that  I  have  as  ill 
;  luck  as  ever  at  quotations 1  ;  becaufe  I  ob- 
ferve,  that  Jofephus  makes  no  other  reflexion 
on  the  account  Herodotus  gives,  of  Circum - 
cijions  being'  borrowed  from  ifigypt  ;  than 
|  that  of  fuch  things  every  one  may  think  as  he 
1  pleafes .  This  you  affirm,  to  be  a  mofl  falfe 
reprefentation  of  the  matter .  To  which  I 
may  anfwer,  that  whether  it  be  true  or  falfe , 
it  is  of  no  confequence  to  any  point  in  de¬ 
bate  :  The  ufe  I  make  of  Jofephus ,  is  to 
{hew,  that  in  his  account  of  fcriptural faffsy 
he  allows  a  greater  latitude  of  interpreting 
and  explaining  them,  than  our  modern  Advo¬ 
cates  do  \  and  if  he  really  does  fo,  in  faffs 
of  greater  moment  and  importance  to  Re- 
j  ligion  than  this,  as  I  {hall  clearly  {hew  he-re- 
J after ;  then  the  ufe  I  make  of  him  is  cer- 
I  tainly  juft,  however  I  have  reprefented  him 
here:  but  I  fhall  infift  upon  it  withall,  that 
jin  this  very  cafe,  his  not  my  reprefentation, , 
[bu tyour  charge  upon  me  that  \§  falfe.  You 
!  imagine,  that  the  reflection  made  here  by 
j Jofephus ,  that  of  fuch  things  every  one  may 
\think  as  he  pleafes ;  relates  wholly  to  the 

1  Story  of  Shifach  plundering  the  City  and  'Tern- 
pie  of  Jerufalem  ;  and  to  the  queftion,  whe¬ 
ther  Herodotus  refers  to  the  fame  event ,  or 
\no :  anc*  Inflow,  that  the  account  of  this 
ftory,  and  the  proof  of  its  being  mentioned 


5  Reply  to  Defence,  p,  19. 


by 


(  24  ) 

by  Herodotus ,  make  the  fubftance  of  the  pa** 
ragraph :  and  what  is  faid  about  Circumciflon, 
feems  thrown  in  by  way  of  confirmation  of 
it :  upon  which  immediately  follows  the  re¬ 
flection  above  mentioned,  that  clofes  the 
whole ;  which,  however  applicable  to  the 
other  contents  of  the  paragraph,  yet  cannot 
be  interpreted  fo,  as  to  exclude  a  reference 
to  the  cafe  of  Circumciflon ,  that  immediately 
precedes  it:  nay,  by  all  rational  conftruction 
muft  be  thought,  if  not  folely,  yet  princi¬ 
pally  to  refer  to  it ,  becaufe  as  far  as  I  have 
obferved  or  can  recolledt  of  Jofephus-,  tho’ 
he  ufes  the  fame  reflection  very  often,  yet  he 
never  applies  it  but  to  fome  fact  or  point  of 
great  moment  to  the  truth  or  eflential  cha¬ 
racter  of  the  Jewifh  Religion.  Now  as  the 
flory  of  Shifac  in  this  paragraph  is  of  no 
confequence  to  the  JewiJh  Nation  or  Reli¬ 
gion  ;  fo  ’tis  rational  to  think  the  reflection , 
'tis  clofed  with,  applicable  to  the  cafe  of 
Circumciflon ,  which  is  of  confequence.  But 
of  this  we  (hall  be  better  able  to  judge, 
after  I  have  explained  my  fentiments  on  the 
other  more  important  pafiages  of  Jofephus. 

I  fhall  juft  touch  another  of  your  cavils * 
which  you  infift  on  again  in  your  faid  Reply .  ; 
I  had  obferved  of  the  JEgyptians,  that  they  j 
were  more  addicted  to  miracles  and  prodigies, ) 
than  all  other  people.  And  referred  myfelf  \ 
for  the  truth  of  my  obfervation  to  a  paflage  j 
of  Herodotus :  in  which  I  deceive  my  reader , , 
4  you 1 
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you  fay,  1  at  the  expence  of  a  falfe  quotation* 
To  this  I  anfwered;  that  the  word  in 
the  original,  on  which  the  fenfe  of  the  paf- 
fage  turns,  carries  the  notion  of  miracles ,  as 
well  as  prodigies ;  that  a  fuperftitious  regard 
to  the  one  neceffarily  implied  the  fame  regard  to 
the  other ;  and  that  in  fatt,  it  was  certain 
from  other  authorities ,  that  the  Egyptians 
were  jujl  as  much  addicted  to  miracles  as  to 
prodigies  \  Now  what  do  you  fay  to  all 
this  ?  Do  you  deny  any  one  article  of  it  ? 
No.  Do  you  pretend  to  fay  that  Tipctla 
does  not  fignify  miracles ?  No.  You  own  it 
does*  Do  you  fhew  or  fo  much  as  hint, 
that  the  /Egyptians  were  not  as  much  addict¬ 
ed  to  the  one  as  to  the  other  ?  No ;  all  that 
you  do,  is  to  ajfert  and  infijl  ftill,  that  the 
word,  miracles ,  is  neither  expreflfed  nor  im¬ 
plied  in  the  fentence  3„  For  my  part,  in  all 
Difputes  of  this  kind,  ’tis  my  care  to  attend 
to  things ,  inftead  of  cavilling  at  Words  \  and 
where  I  allow  the  general  purpose  of  a  tefti- 
raony  to  be  true,  am  content  to  overlook 
any  little  inaccuracies  of  rendring  it  5  for  if 
like  you,  I  was  difpofed  to  fquabble  and  fight 
my  way  thro’  every  fy ll able  of  a  quotation,  in¬ 
ftead  of  the  few  you  except  to  of  mine,  there 
is  hardly  a  fingle  one  of  yours,  that  I  could 
not  with  the  fame  truth  charge  with  faljlmd 

1  Reply,  p.  23,  24, 
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and  mifreprefentation.  Let’s  take  for  inftance 
the  firft  Greek  one  we  find,  at  the  bottom  of 
your  page;  which  you  tranflate  thus:  for 
all  the  Ceremonies  of  the  Temple,  a?id  a  thou- 
fand  other  precepts  would  be  negleBed,  if  we 
were  to  cojfine  ourfelves  only  to  the  Allegorical 
Signification1 .  Now  the  word  All,  about 
which  you  make  fuch  a  rout  in  both  your 
Replies l,  is  neither  exprefled  nor  underftood 
in  the  origmal ;  nor  is  there  any  word  that 
anfwersdiredtly  to.  Ceremonies',  nor  fomuch 
as  a  tittle,  that  fignifies  Precepts ;  and  what 
you  tranflate,  a  thoufand,  ought  to  be  ren¬ 
dered  ten  thoufand ;  what  you  render,  confine 
ourfelves  to,  ought  to  be  rendred  attend  to.  Why 
then  may  not  I  exclaim  here  with  as  much 
juft  ice  as  you  do ;  what  grofs  mifrepr>efentatio?i 
is  this,  where  there  are  almoft  as  many  of¬ 
fences  againjl  JlriEi  Pranjlation,  as  there  are 
words  ?  But  1  fcorn  to  wafte  my  time  and 
Pains  in  fuch  trifling  ;  fhall  give  up  all  that 
field  of  Criticifm  to  yourfelf ;  nor  envy  you 
the  credit  of  Learning  and  Judgment  that 
fuch  arts  can  procure  you. 

As  to  your  other  Cavils  at  my  Quotations , 
I  fhall  leave  them  where  they  ftand  to  the 
judgment  of  the  Reader;  and  if  he  compares 
what  I  have  faid  in  defence  of  them,  with 
the  force  of  what  you  have  objected,  I  need 

1  T>js  5T£p<  tv  It p'cy  tcyifiloci  £  uXXm  ** 

f/iOVO TTft •urfyufftp  Tois  CzjOVOlWI)  Ibid.  p.  5  I  . 

*  See  Reply,  p.  23.  Item,  Reply  to  Defence,  p.  20. 
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be  in  no  pain  for  the  judgment  he  will  make  : 
the  quotatiomihem&Xvzs  are  produced  to  fhew, 
that  the  Jews  had  borrowed  fome  of  their  ce¬ 
remonies  and  cujloms  from  /Egypt :  this  is  the 
Only  point  in  quefion  ;  and  if  you  had  replied 
to  any  purpofe,  or  had  any  real  concern  for 
truth,  ’twas  your  bufinefs  to  ha vz  joined  ijfue 
on  that;  to  have  examined  into  the  real 
ftate  of  it :  which  after  two  Replies  you  have 
induftrioufly  declined.  The  Fadt  has  been 
conftantly  after  ted  by  men  of  the  greateft 
Learning,  and  the  moft  converfant  in  both 
JewiJh  and  /Egyptian  Antiquity,  without 
any  fufpicion  that  the  acknowledgment  of  it 
could  be  of  any  difiervice  to  true  Religion . 
Calmet ,  the  moft  diligent  of  the  modern 
Commentators,  tells  us,  that  as  Mofes  came 
out  of  iEgypt,  and  the  people ,  whofe  Leader  he 
Was,  had  been  trained  in  all  the  cufoms ,  laws 
and  religion  of  that  country ;  it  was  not  pofible 
for  him  as  Legifator  to  propofe  any  thing  to 
them,  but  in  conformity  to  the  ideas,  imprejfi- 
ons  a?id  habits  they  were  prepofeffed  with .  That 
they  had  a  furprifng  inclination  to  Idolatry , 
from  their  education  in  an  idolatrous  country y 
where  they  gave  themfelves  up  to  the  eft abli fe¬ 
ed  Religion  with  pleafure  and  greedinefs,  as  it 
was  adapted  to  their  genius,  and  agreeable  to 
their  inclination :  and  that  we  muft  attend  to, 
and  carry  this  notion  along  with  us,  in  order  t^ 
enter  into  the  deftgn  and  fpirit  of  the  Mofaic 
D  2  writings „ 
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writings x.  Dr.  Spencers  famed  work  on  this 
very  fubjed  is  at  this  day  greatly  and  juftly 
admired  in  all  Chrijiian  countries ;  and  his 
zeal  f  r  Revealed  Religion ,  fo  little  queftion- 
ed  on  that  account,  that  Archbijhop  Tenifon 
left  fifty  pounds  by  will,  as  a  reward  to  the 
Publijher  of  a  new  Edition  of  it,  with  the 
poft humous  additions  of  the  Author  j  which  we 
have  feen  not  long  fince  executed  by  a  learned 
Divine :  and  to  declare  my  own  opinion  of  the 
fad  5  I  take  it  to  be  fo  clearly  grounded  in  the 
tefiimony  of  Hifiory }  both  f acred  and  profane , 
that  if  it  cannot  be  looked  upon  as  abfolutely 
certain ,  yet  it  is  at  leaft  fo  highly  probable  j 
that  to  deny  it  rafhly  and  peremptorily,  as 
fome  Divines  are  difpofed  to  do,  will  always 
do  mifehief  inftead  of  fervice  to  the  Chrifian 
Caufe ,  by  giving  difguft  aqd  offence  to  can¬ 
did  and  impartial  inquirers.  For  nothing,  a* 
Bifop  <Tillotfon  wifely  obferv.es 2,  has  been  more 
pernicious  to  the  Chrifian  Religion ,  than  the 
vain  pretence  of  men  to  greater  afurance  con¬ 
cerning  things  relating  to  it ,  than  they  can  make 
good  y  the  mifehief  of  which  is  this ,  that  when 
difeerning  and  inquifitive  men  find  that  men 
pretend  to  greater  matters ,  than  they  can  prove, 
this  makes  them  doubt  of  all  they  fay ,  and  to 
call  in  quefiion  the  truth  of  Chrifiianity  itfelf 

T  Comment.  Pref.  Gen.  p.  vi.  and  p.  x# 

-  Tit/ot/on's  Works,  Vol.  III.  p.  452. 
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*Twas  this  refledion,  that  gave  rife  to 
this  Controverfy  $  and  the  motive  of  pub- 
lifhing  my  Letter  to  Dr.  W .  was  a  perfuafion, 
that  he  was  purfuing  the  very  method  con¬ 
demned  by  the  Archbijhop ;  taking  greater 
matters  upon  himfelf  than  he  could  prove  $ 
dogmatizing  with  greater  afurance  of  things 
than  he  could  makegood:  and  the  intention 
of  my  addrefs  to  him  was  to  {hew  him  the 
danger  of  what,  in  my  judgment,  he  had 
rafhly  undertaken  and  was  rafhly  executing  y 
and  not  to  declare  any  fentiments  of  my  own : 
to  convince  him,  that  his  arbitrary  manner 
of  deciding  queftions  of  the  utmoft  nicety 
and  difficulty  ;  by  not  allowing  the  leaf  co¬ 
lour  of  reafon  or  probability  to  any  objections ; 
but  imputing  them  all  to  the  ignorance ,  ma¬ 
lice  and  wickednefs  of  the  objedors,  was  not 
the  proper  way  to  convince ,  but  to  Jhock 
every  rational  Sceptick.  It  was  with  this 
view  I  propofed,  what  I  have  offered  in 
My  Letter ,  about  the  Hifory  of  Mans  fall , 
Circumcifon ,  the  Confufon  of  Languages ,  the 
Difperfon  of  Mankind ,  &c.  in  order  to  {hew 
the  literal  account  and  folution  of  thofe 
fads  to  be  charged  with  difficulties,  fuffi- 
cient  to  puzzle  even  the  ftrongeft  reafon ; 
which,  inftead  of  being  flubber'd  over,  as 
trifling  and  infignificant,  muft  be  candidly 
owned  and  calmly  and  freely  examined, 
before  Religion  can  be  eftablifhed  on  a  firm 
and folid  foundation . 
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And  ’tis  certain  at  leaft  after  all  our  en¬ 
deavours,  that  fome  things  will  be  found  in 
Scripture ,  which  no  wit  of  man  can  account 
for,  or  reconcile  to  the  natural  dictates  of 
reafon  :  and  which  muft  be  left  to  the  wif- 
dom  of  God  to  clear  up  in  his  own  good 
time.  Porphyry ,  as  St.  Jerom  fays,  ufed  to 
jobjeB  and  demand ,  for  what  reafon  a  merciful 
God  could  for  fo  many  ages ,  from  Adam  to 
Mofes,  and  from  Mofes  to  Chrift,  fufler 
whole  Nations  to  perifh  thro*  ignorance  of  his 
will  and  law:  and  why  it  was  neceflary  for 
Chrift  to  come  fo  late ,  and  not  before  an  innu¬ 
merable  multitude  of  men  had  been  lojl  ? 
Which  quefion ,  fays  he,  the  blejfed  Apoflle ,  in 
his  Epiflle  to  the  Romans,  moft  prudently  han¬ 
dles ,  owning  his  ignorance ,  and  referring  it 
to  the  knowledge  of  God .  Which  ought  to  teach 
all  others ,  as  he  fays ,  the  fame  modefiy  of 
owning  their  ignorance  too  in  quefions  of  this 
fort  T  . 

But  neither  the  example  of  the  Apoflle ,  nor 
the  admonition  of  the  Father ,  can  reftrain 
the  adventurous  Spirit  of  our  modern  Cham¬ 
pions  from  undertaking  this  very  queftion  ; 
and  proving,  that,  whatever  St.  Paul  thought, 
there’s  no  occafion  to  own  any  ignorance  at 

1  Quam  quaeftionem  beatus  Apoftolus  ad  Romanos  fcrf- 
bens,  prudentiflime  ventilat,  ignorans  hasc,  &  Dei  concedens 
fcientiae.  Dignare  &•  tu  ifta  nefcire  quae  quaeris.  Concede 
Deo  poteritiam  fui,  nequaquam  te  indiget  defenfore,  Hier. 
ad  Ctefipb .  adu.  Pelag.  Op.  T.  IV.  par.  II.  p.  481.  Edit. 
Betted . 
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all ;  for  that  the  fad:  objeded  is  found  at 
laft  to  be  falfe,  and  there  really  was  no  pe¬ 
riod  of  time ,  in  which  the  Nations  of  the 
World  wanted  light  and  opportunity  of 
knowing  the  Revealed  Will  andftanding  Law 
of  God T . 

But  to  refume  what  I  was  faying,  of  the 
Hiftory  of  Maris  Fall ,  the  Confufionof  Lan¬ 
guages  ;  and  the  Difperfon  of  Mankind:  As 
the  firft  is  a  point  of  great  moment,  I  fhall 
take  occalion  to  explain  myfelf  fully  upon 
it  by  and  by  :  in  order  to  which,  I  fhall 
here  difmifs  the  two  laft ,  by  defiring  the 
Reader  only  to  recoiled:  the  Obfervation 
made  above  ;  that  I  was  not  declaring  here 
any  Sentiments  of  my  own,  but  fhewing  on¬ 
ly  the  infufficiency  of  what  was  advanced 
by  Dr.  W.  And  if  on  this,  or  any  other 
occafion,  I  have  ufed  a  greater  freedom  or 
levity  of  expreftion ,  than  is  thought  decent 
on  queftions  of  fuch  importance ->  I  hope  it 
may  be  fome  excufe  for  me,  that  I  was 
writing  as  a  perfon  concealed :  a  circumftance, 
that  naturally  difpofes  to  more  freedom, 
than  a  Man  would  otherwife  take  ;  efpeci- 
ally  when  he  hopes  by  that  very  means  the 
more  effectually  to  difguife  his  real  charac¬ 
ter;  as  well  as  to  raife  an  attention  to  what 
he  has  to  offer  by  fome  fting  and  Jpirit  in 
the  manner  of  offering  it.  Dr,  W,  greatly 

1  See  Scripture  Vindicated,  .Par.  2.  Pofticript. 
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contemns  his  Antagonijl ,  for  being  dull \  in - 
Jipid  and  without  poignancy  1 :  fo  that  it  was 
neceflary  for  me  to  addrefs  him  in  a  diffe¬ 
rent  Jlile  ;  that  if  I  did  not  happen  to  pleafe, 
I  might  at  leaft  have  the  fortune  to  efcape 
his  contempt.  With  this  reflection  let  the 
reader  review  what  I  have  faid  on  the Jlory 
of  Babel  and  he  will  fee,  that  I  have  pat 
fed  no  peremptory  judgment  upon  it ;  de^ 
dared  no  other  opinion  but  this ;  that  the 
origin  of  languages  may ,  with  fome  colour  of 
reafon  and  probability ,  be  accounted  for  in  a 
natural  way . 

As  for  the  Difperfon  of  Mankind,  I  am 
very  certain,  that  Dr.  W  Js  account  and  your 
defence  of  it  will  appear  abfurd  and  irra¬ 
tional  to  every  judicious  reader  :  and  as  I  do 
not  find  in  Scripture ,  that  there  was  any  mi¬ 
racle  or  extraordinary  interpofition  of  God 
employed  to  e£Fe&  it  >  fo  I  think  myfelf  at 
liberty  to  folve  and  explain  it  in  any  man¬ 
ner  agreeable  to  reafon:  what  I  have  pro- 
pofed  to  that  purpofe,  is,  in  my  judgment, 
a  caufe  fully  adequate  to  the  end,  and  what 
could  not  fail  to  bring  it  about,  as  foon  as 
there  was  occafion,  from  the  very  nature  and 
necejjities  of  human  kind. 

I  fhall  now  proceed  to  give  fome  account 
of  the  ufe  I  make  of  Jojephus  s  Authority  % 
as  well  as  to  confider  the  force  of  your  ob* 
jedtions  on  this  head. 

1  Scripture  Vindicated,  Par.  z.  p.  36. 
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In  the  firft  place  then,  you  allow  Jofephus 
to  have  been  a  wife  and  excellent  Apologif 
of  the  Jewiff  Religion  and  Government ,  and  a 
true  lover  of  both  ;  and  fugged:  feveral  reafons, 
why  it  would  not  have  been  prudent  in  him , 
to  have  infjled firongly  on  Mofes\?  Miracles ,  or 
the  Divine  Authority  of  the  Jewiff  Religion ; 
that  he  knew  he  was  treading  on  dangerous 
ground ;  and  that  9 twas  his  bufinefs  to  guard 
againf  giving  offence  to  the  prejudiced  Hea¬ 
thens  ;  that  in  many  parts  of  his  Antiquities , 
where  he  relates  a  Miracle ,  he  leaves  his  rea¬ 
ders  to  think  of  ity  as  they  pleafe ,  without  ex¬ 
acting  from  them  a  full  belief  of  it :  and  in 
Jhort ,  that  in  his  book  againf  Apion,  he  wholly 
omits  the  mention  of  Mofes’s  Miracles T. 

Now  this,  Sir,  is  owning  much  more, 
than  is  neceflary  to  juftify  the  full  ufe  I  en¬ 
deavour  to  draw  from  him :  that  as  he,  whofe 
fmcerity  in  his  Religion  is  confefied,  and  whofe 
prudence  in  the  defence  of  it  applauded,  al¬ 
lowed  a  liberty  of  thinking ,  and  a  latitude  of 
explaining  fome  fcriptural  fads  of  great  mo¬ 
ment  ;  fo  our  modern  Advocates  ought  to  tem¬ 
per  their  zeal  with  the  fame  prudence ,  by 
leaving  likewi tefome  liberty  in  the  explication 
of  the  fame  fads.  And  your  own  account 
proves  my  inference  to  be  not  only  juft,  but 
temperate  too :  for  I  do  not  contend  for  all 
the  liberty  which  Jofephus  has*  given ;  but 
where  he  has  given  fo  much ,  that  our  Apo - 
logifis  might  reafonably  indulge  fome, 

1  Reply  to  Defence,  p.  66.  &c. 
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Jofephus' s  d*fign  in  his  Book  againfi  Apion 
was,  by  your  own  account  of  it,  exadtly  the 
fame  with  Dr.  in  his  Book  againfi  Chri- 
fiianity  as  old ,  &c.  that  is,  to  confute  1  the 
particular  objections  and  calumnies  of  Infidels 
and  prejudiced  perfons ,  who  reprefent  Mofes 
as  an  Impofior ,  and  his  laws  as  making  men 
worfe  infiead  of  better .  Now  if  Jofephus 
adted  wifely  in  not  prejfing ,  as  you  fay,  too 
forwardly  the  Miracles  and  Divine  Authority  of 
Mofes ;  but  endeavouring  by  a  prudent  and  dex¬ 
trous  way  of  treating  thofe points  to  foften  and 
win  the  Infidels  to  his fide ;  then  ’tis  reafonable  to 
infer,  that  DxW.  not  only  might,  but  ought  to 
have  followed  his  example,  in  points  at  leaftof 
lefs  moment:  and  fuch  a  conduct  muft  have 
been  efteemed  in  the  Dodtor,  what  you  de¬ 
clare  it  to  have  been  in  Jofephus ;  the  effedl 
of  a  fincere  zeal  and  love  for  his  Religion . 

You  tell  us  very  gravely,  that  Jofephus 
had  no  view  either  in  his  Book  of  Antiquities , 
or  ‘That  againfi  Apion  to  make  converts  to  Ju- 
daijm-y  but  only  to  give  the  Greeks  and  Romans 
a  favourable  opinion  of  the  Jewifh  Nation  2, 
But  does  not  an  elaborate  Attempt  to  recom¬ 
mend  his  Religion  as  effectually  as  he  can, 
and  to  turn  the  prejudices  conceived  againfi 
it  into  a  favourable  opinion  of  it,  neceffarily 
imply  a  defign  of  making  converts1?  If  not, 
I  am  at  a  lofs  to  know  what  other  way 

^  f  '  -.***  v  f 

*  Reply  to  Defence,  p.  67. 
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there  is  of  making  any.  The  Bifiop  of 
Meaux’r  famed  Piece ,  in  which  he  dreffes 
up  fo  moderate  and  qualified  a  PiBure  of 
fopery ,  as  to  offend  the  Zealots  even  of  his 
own  Religion,  was  not  written,  you  may 
fay,  with  any  /view  to  make  converts-,  but  to 
give  the  Proteftants  only,  a  favourable  opi¬ 
nion  of  the  Popijh  Religion ,  and  take  off  their 
prejudices  againft  it :  but  would  not  people  be 
apt  to  laugh  at  you  for  faying  fo  ?  The  cafe 
is  much  the  fame  in  what  you  fay  of  Jofe* 
phus.  , 

Your  next  ubfervation  is  more  trifling: 
that  it  would  not  have  been  fafe  for  him  to 
have  aBed  oiherwife ;  that  his  life  was  at  the 
mercy,  of  the  Heathens ;  and  to  have  preffed  the: 
Divine  Authority  of  his  Religion  more  flrongly, 
would  have  been  looked  on  as  an,  open  difpa - 
ragement  of  the  Roman  Religion  and  Laws 
too .  And  what  he fays  therefore  c/*  Minos  was 
for  fear  of  offending  thofey  who  had  received 
his  laws  as  given  from  Heaven  K  But  was 
there  then  in  Old  Rome,  as  there  is  in  the 
New,  an  Liqufition  eftablifhed  for  the  fecu- 
rity  of  the  Publick  Religion ?  Or  what  zeal 
could  a  Roman  Emperor  have  for  the  laws 
of  Minos,  made  fo  many  ages  before,  for  the 
little  if  and  of  Crete  j  which  by  that  time, 
we  may  fuppofe,  had  been  long  antiquated  ? 
No,  Sir,  all  this  reafoning  of  yours  has  no 
foundation  in  truth  or  hiftory  ’tis  merely 

1  Reply  to  Defence,  p.  66>  72. 
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talking  at  random,  and  deferves  no  other 
anfwer,  than  that  of  ridicule. 

As  to  the  Book  of  Jewifh  Antiquities ,  the 
fa6t  is ;  that  Jofephus ,  in  order  to  take  off 
the  prejudice  and  averfion ,  which  the  World 
had  generally  conceived  to  the  Jews ,  and  to 
give  the  belt  impreffion  he  was  able  of  their 
Religion  and  Polity ,  undertakes  to  draw  out 
a  perpetual  Hifiory  of  both,  from  the  Records 
cf  the  Old  I’eflament ,  in  a  language  at  that 
time  the  moft  univerfally  known  and  prac- 
tifed  of  any  other :  declaring,  that  his  inten¬ 
tion  was  not  to  vary  a  tittle  from  what  he 
found  in  the  Sacred  Books  $  and  that  he  was 
to  be  confidered  only  as  a  mere  Interpreter  of 
them  T.  Now  in  the  execution  of  this  work 
you  obferve,  that  Jofephus  exprejjes  himfelf 
very  pla'mly  in  many  paflages ,  on  the  Article 
of  Mofes’5  Infpiraticn  and  the  divine  origin  of 
the  Law  And  reafon  good,  that  he  fhould 
do  fo ;  where  he  profefles  to  fpeak  nothing 
but  what  the  Scriptures  plainly  dill  ate:  fo 
that,  as  oft  as? the.  Scriptures  have  occafion  to 
mention  the  Infpiration  of  Mofes,  fo  oft  was 
he  obliged  to  mention  it  too,  from  the  very 
nature  of  the  talk  he  had  undertaken :  and  in 
all  fuch  places  we  can  collect  nothing  certain 
of  Jofephus  s  real  opinion ,  but  of  the  fenfe  of 
Scripture  only;  which  he  had  obliged  himfelf 
to  follow.  But  whenever  he  varies  from  that 
Scripture  5  as  he  does  remarkably  in  many 

1  Procem.  in  Lib.  I.  Antiq.  &  Lib.  X.  c.  x,  §.  6. 
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cafes ;  contrary  to  his  own  declaration  \  and 
I  without  any  other  reafon  than  what  depend- 
I  ed  on  his  own  choice ;  and  where  in  the  re¬ 
lation  of  any  fadt,  he  gives  a  differe?it  turn 
to  it,  from  what  we  iind  in  the  Mofaick 
account ,  ’tis  there,  we  are  to  look  for  the 
)  Sentiments  and  Principles  of  Jofephus. 

Now  all  men  of  learning  obferve,  that 
bis  Hifory  is  in  many  particulars  very  dif- 
ferent  from  that  of  Mofes ;  that  he  adds  feme 
things  of  his  own  ;  wholly  omits  others ;  and 
interprets  moll  of  them  fo,  as  to  give  them 
the  eafier  credit  with  the  Heathe?is  ;  and  this 
efpecially,  in  the  article  of  Miracles .  Fctbri- 
cius  has  collected  the  cenfures  of  learned 
men  upon  him  on  this  very  account  1 :  and 
Peter  Brine h,  a  learned  Divine  and  critical 
reader  of  him,  has  given  us  his  own  ; 
where  he  tells  us,  that  it  was  a  fault  not 
uncommon  with  him ,  to  relate  the  Miracles  from 
Sacred  Writ  in  fuch  a  manner ,  as  to  make  them 
even  doubtful  and  fujpe&ed  2.  For  inftance ; 
where  he  gives  an  account  of  the  wonderful 
appearance  of  God  on  Mount  Sinai,  he  inter- 
pofes  this  reflection  very  ufual  with  him  j. 
of  thefe  things  the  reader  may  think  as  he 
pleafes ;  'tis  necejfary  for  me  to  relate  them , 
juft  as  they  are  written  in  the  Sacred  Books  3. 

1  Vid.  Fabricii  IBiblioth.  Gr.  1  4.  c.  6.  it.  Havercamp, 
Edit.  Jofeph.  Vol.  2.  Append,  p.  57. 

z  Nec  rarum  Jofepho  iflud  vitium  eft/  quod  divina  ex  fa» 
cris  literis  miracula  ita  referat,  ut  duin  refert,  dubia  le&ori- 
bus  &  fufpe&a  reddat.  &ef.  Edit,  Havercamp.  ibid,  p.  301, 
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To  the  ftory  of  Nebuchadnezzar ,  he  fub- 
joins  the  fame  reflection ;  let  no  man  blame 
an^v  me  for  delivering  thefe  particulars,  al  I  found 
1  them  in  the  old  Books :  for  in  the  beginning  of 
^  my  Hiftory  I  declared ,  that  I  a  fled  only  the 
part  of  afranflator ,  &cT*  And  in  the  next 
^  Chapter,  after  an  account  of  Daniel  and 
his  Prophecies ,  he  concludes  the  Book  by 
faying;  for  my  part,  as  I  have  found  and 
read  thefe  things,  fo  I  have  written  them ;  but 
if  any  man  be  dijpojed  to  think  differently  a- 
bout  them,  he  Jhall  not  be  blamed  by  me  for 
his  different  way  of  thinking  2.  Laftly,  in 
the  account  of  the  Prophet  Jonah,  excufing 
himfelf,  as  it  were,  for  delivering  a  ftory  fo 
Arrange,  he  twice  puts  the  reader  in  mind 
that  he  writes  only  what  he  takes  from  the 
Scripture  3. 

’Tis  to  no  purpofe  to  colled  any  more 
inftances  of  this  kind,  or  the  variations  he 
his  made  from  Mofes,  or  the  natural  caufes 
hinted  in  the  cafe  of  feme  miracles',  or  his 
cmifjions  of  fome  remarkable  fads,'  as  of 
the  Golden  Calf,  the  Brazen  Serpent,  &c. 
all  fuppofed  to  be  done  with  the  fame  view 
of  recommending  his  Religion  to  Strangers. 
The  ufe  1  make  of  this  is,  to  {hew  the 
truth  of  what  I  had  gathered  from  this  very 
Book  of  Antiquities,  that  his  real  Sentiments 
of  the  Divine  Authority  of  Mofes  were  not 

*  Antiq.  1.  x,  c.  x.  §.  6. 

^  Ibid.  c.  xi.  ad  fin. 

*  Ibid.  c.  x.  §.  2. 
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carried  to  that  height,  to  which  our  Divines 
commonly  pufh  theirs :  and  this  you  mo- 
deftly  call,  the  rajhnejsof  my  affertion,  or  the 
negligence  of  my  reading  1  5  tho’  all  men  of 
learning  allow  it  5  even  thofe,  who  allow  at 
the  fame  time,  as  you  do,  that  Jofephus  was 
fincere  and  zealous  in  his  Religion .  And  if, 
zealous  as  he  was,  he  took  a  liberty  himfelf, 
and  indulged  it  to  others,  of  folving  by  dif¬ 
ferent  ways  the  great  events  recorded  in 
Scripture  5  a  conduct,  which  you,  in  effect, 
declare  to  be  wife  and  prudent ;  it  follows  of 
courfe,  that  the  inference ,  I  made,  is  rea¬ 
sonable,  and  what  I  muft  infift  upon  a- 
gain  ;  that  our  zealous  Advocates  of  Chrifii- 
anity ,  ought  for  the  fame  reafons,  of  not  gi¬ 
ving  offence  to  Infidels ,  and  hurting  the  caufe 
they  would  vindicate,  to  follow  his  example  at 
leaft  fo  far  as  to  ufe  fome  degree  of  te?nper 
and  moderation ,  where  he  is  juftly  thought  to 
have  ufed  too  much  of  it. 

From  this  general  view  of  Jofephus  s  Writ¬ 
ings,  I  come  on^e  more  to  confider  the  par¬ 
ticular  paffage  in  difpute  between  us  taken 
from  his  Book  againfi  Apion2:  which  you 
call  my  Mafier-piece  of  Quotation.  I  had 
before  obferved  that  the  difpute  turned 
wholly  on  a  point  of  fall,  about  what  Jo¬ 
fephus  had  or  had  not  faid  in  this  place  and 
that  I  was  not  declaring  any  opinion  of  my 
own,  but  examining  only  intp  that  fall. 

1  Reply  to  Defence,  p.  75. 
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But  as  this  caution  has  not  proved  fuffici- 
ent  to  guard  me  from  envy  and  clamour ,  fo 
I  muft  again  beg  the  reader  to  attend  more 
diftinttly  to  the  true  Jlate  of  the  tfueflion, 
and  not  to  charge  on  me  the  Sentiments, 
which  the  nature  of  the  Controverfy  leads 
me  to  charge  on  fofephus. 

Now  after  a  due  examination  of  what 
you  have  offered  in  your  fecond  Reply  to  my 
expofition  of  the  paflage  before  us ;  I  find 
myfelf  obliged  to  perfift  ftill  in  what  I  had 
before  declared  ;  that  we  cannot  by  any  fair 
and  rational  conftrudion  draw  out  of  this 
paragraph  any  notion  of  the  Divine  Mijfion 
and  Infpiration  of  Mofes,  in  that  high  fenfe 
of  it  in  which  ’tis  commonly  received,  with¬ 
out  the  help  of  that  prejudice  and  prevention, 
we  come  poffeffed  with,  in  favour  of  the  no¬ 
tion  we  fearch  for.  You  tell  us  yourfelf, 
that  in  this  Book  againfl  Apion  the  invention 
of  Mofes’r  miracles  is  entirely  omitted' :  and 
does  not  this  concefiion  prepare  us  for  the 
very  interpretation  I  give  ?  To  confirm  which, 
we  are  to  confider  the  general  tenor  andfcope 
of  the  paragraph)  to  conned  one  part  with 
another  fo,  as  to  make  them  feverally  con- 
fiftent  with  the  obvious  fenfe  of  the  whole : 
and  not  to  dwell,  as  you  do,  on  the  rigorous 
meaning  of  two  or  three  words,  which  can-  , 
not  be  admitted,  without  controuling  and  , 
over-ruling  the  clear  fenfe  of  an  hundred. 
But  fince  much  more  has  already  been  faid 
*  Reply  to  Defence,  p.  67,  68. 
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on  this  paffage,  than  the  merit  of  it  will  jufti- 
fy ;  I  fhall  take  notice  only  of  one  of  the  diffi¬ 
culties  you  charge  in  your  fecond  Reply  ;  fmce 
the  clearing  up  of  this  will  be  deciiive  and 
effectual  to  the  confutation  of  all  the  reft. 

The  difficulty  I  mean  relates  to  the  la  ft 
fentence  in  the  paragraph  which  I  have 
tranfiated  thus.  Some  have  thrown  the  form 
of  their  publick  affairs  into  a  Monarchy  ;  others 
into  the  power  of  a  few ,  or  an  Oligarchy: 
others  into  the  multitude ,  or  a  Democracy : 
hut  our  Lawgiver  had  no  regard  to  any  of 
thefe ,  but  if  a  man  may  ufe  an  exprefion  fo 
forced ,  made  the  form  of  Government  he  infti - 
tuted,  a  Theocracy  K  Where  the  lafl  words , 
I  fay,  clinch  the  whole  to  the  fenfe  I  had  been 
eftablifhing.  But  you  objedt  here,  that  I 
have  falffy  and  abfurdly  tranfiated  the 
words,  3’ioz^ccrtav  he  made  his  Go¬ 

vernment ,  a  ‘Theocracy  :  whereas ,  it  plainly 
fgnifies ,  what  the  Old  Latin  Interpreter 
gave ,  he  declared  it  to  tye  Jo  ;  he  propofed , 
and  delivered  it ,  as  a  Theocracy  2 .  And 
when  the  Words,  you  fay,  are  thus  rightly  ren¬ 
dered,  they  are  very  far  from  clinching  the 
whole ,  or  confirming  my  explication.  Here 
then  we  join  ifilie  5  if  my  tranfiation  be  true, 
you  will  own  it  to  clinch  the  whole  to  my 
fenfe;  if  yours  appear  to  be  fo,  I  will  retradt 

1  Defene,  p.  29.  See  the  whole  paffage, 
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and  recal  mine.  L’he  iffue  is  fhort  ;  let’s  pro¬ 
ceed  to  the  trial  of  it. 

And  as  in  all  queftions  of  this  kind,  the 
fit  ft  inquiry  ought  to  be  about  the  turn  and 
meaning  of  the  whole  connected  fentence ; 
fo  we  will  firft  confider  here,  to  what  fenfe 
of  the  word,  ci7riSei^e,  the  context  directs  us. 
yofephus  is  giving  a  fhort  hint  of  the  form 
of  ihzjewijh  Government ,  in  the  inftitution 
of  which  he  tells  us,  that  the  Lawgiver  had 
no  regard  to  any  of  the  different  kinds  fubffling 
in  the  World,  whether  Monarchy,  Oligarchy , 
or  Democracy:  now  thefe  words,  you  will 
own,  are  applicable  to  Mofes .  acting  authori¬ 
tatively  in  his  own  proper  perfon :  but  they 
are  not  only  impertinent,  but  abfurd,  if  what 
immediately  follows  is  not  to  be  applied  fo 
too  :  they  lead  us  to  imagine,  that  he  was 
projecting  a  form  of  Government ,  and  looking 
abroad  into  the  world  to  confider  the  various 
kinds  of  it  among  other  people;  and  that  he 
refolvedat  laft  to  take  his  pattern  from  none 
of  them,  but  to  make  his  own  of  a  different 
kind  from  them  all.  For  what  could  JoJe - 
phus  mean  by  telling  us,  that  Mofes  had  720 
regard  to  any  other  form  ;  if  he  meant  in  the 
next  words  to  tell  us,  that  he  had  no  hand 
in  the  making  even  his  own  form  ?  ’Tis  no¬ 
thing  at  all  to  the  purpofe  what  he  had  re¬ 
garded  or  not  regarded ,  had  it  not  been  with 
a  view  to  the  making  of  a  Government :  and 
thus  the  context  is  not  only  impertinent,  but 
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inconfiftent  with  itfelf,  if  your  fenfe  be  ad¬ 
mitted. 

As  to  the  word  itfelf,  diro$&t£a,i>  I  may 
fafely  appeal  to  all,  who  have  a  competent 
knowledge  of  Greek ,  whether  in  this  place, 
and  form  of  conftru&ion  it  ought  not  to  be 
rendered  to  the  fenfe  I  have  given  it ;  of 
making ,  conjlituting ,  appointing:  and  though 
it  may  have  likewife  that  of  declaring  or  pro- 
pojing  >  yet  it  mu  ft  be  of  fomething  formed 
and  conjlituted  by  him  who  declares  and pro- 
pofes  it;  and  includes  therefore  at  the  fame 
time  the  notion  of  making, .  Many  examples  of 
this  maybe  found  in  the  Clajfc  Authors ,  tho’ 
'tis  not  eafy  to  recur  to  them,  as  foon  as  they 
are  wanted.  One  I  have  recollected  from 
Jofephus  himfelf,  in  Jethros  advice  to  Mofes ; 
about  placing  Judges  or  Rulers  over  the  peo¬ 
ple.  The  words  are  up%ov}a;s  dtfo$ei%eig9  thou 
ftialt  make  or  conjlitiite  rulers:  and  a  little 
lower,  he  ufes  a  different  word  of  the  fame 
force,  Tdj'Cffy  thou  ftialt  appoint  or  place 
over  them  K  I  have  met  with  another  in 
Plutarch ,  who  fpeaking  of  Lycurgus ,  in  the 
very  cafe  of  moulding  his  Government ,  tells 
us,  how  by  a  method  'learnt  in  fEgypt,  he 
made  it  at  laji  truly  elegant  and  perfect . 

*  Ametov  dq  dXYidcug  to  TroHrevyci,  >ictl  xdOaph, 

ci7TQ^ei^cu  2.  Hen.  Stephens's  P kef  aunts  fur- 
nifties  feveral  inftances  from  Plato,  Xenophon , 

1  Antiq.  1.  3,  4. 

s  Plat,  in  Vita  Lycurg.  p.  41.* 

F  2  &c. 


(  44  ) 

&c.  where  he  renders  the  word,  by  facio, 
efficio ,  red  do,  creo,  conftituo :  that  is,  to  make , 
effedl,  create ,  conftitute .  I  fhall  juft  mention 
one,  where  Xenophon  fpeaking  of  the  proper 
choice  of  Mafters  for  the  Youth,  fays,  that 
juch  of  the  older  fort  ufed  to  be  chofen ,  who 
were  the  rnofl  likely  to  make  their  children  the 
be  ft  men  :  7*g  7rai§ctg  {ieflfaxg  ftv  d7ro^eizvvvcti  T. 
And  a  little  after,  for  the  fame  thing,  he  ufes, 

£k/:i  !r'ig  TTctpix&V. 

But  you  tell  us  withal,  that  the  old  Inter¬ 
preter  had  rendered  this  place,  by  declared 
his  Government  a  'Theocracy  :  an  Authority , 
I  doubt,  that  will  add  very  little  weight  to 
your  caufe ;  Sca/iger  declares  your  old  Inter¬ 
preter  to  have  been  a  great  blunderer 1 .  And 
for  what  reafon  have  the  Criticks  difcarded 
him,  but  that  they  found  him  to  be  fo ;  and 
his  vetfion  here  contrary  to  fenfe,  and  con¬ 
trived  only  to  ferve  an  Hypothefs ;  which 
however  true,  cannot  derive  any  additional 
credit  from  a  falfe  tranfation  ?  Have  not 
Budfon  and  Haverc amp,  the  learned  Editors 
of  Jcfephus ,  tranflated  the  word,  as  I  have 
given  it  ?  And  did  they  not  underftand  Greek , 
and  the  Author  they  have  publilhed?  You 
muft  reply  diftindtly  to  all  this,  before  you 
can.  make  any  impreffion  in  favour  of  what 
you  advance.  You  muft  (hew  the  context  to 
give  no  colour  to  my  expofition :  you  muft 

*  Jnflitut.  Cyri.  ].  i . 
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fhew  the  word  itfelf  to  bear  no  fuch  mean¬ 
ing:  you  mu  ft  fhew  that  men  of  the  firft 
name  in  learning  not  to  have  underftood 
Greek  :  and  when  you  have  done  this,  you 
may  then  claim  the  credit  of  reftoring  your 
old  Interpreter  to  his  old  Honours .  In  the 
mean  while,  fhould  the  reader  allow  my 
tranflation  to  be  juft,  he  muft  allow  withal, 
what  you  feem  to  do  too,  that  it  clinches 
the  whole  paragraph  to  the  fenfe  I  have  given 
of  it. 

I  (hall  now  follow  you  through  the  exa¬ 
mination  of  what  you  call  themojl  important 
part  of  my  Defence  ;  in  which  you  charge 
me  with  attempting  more  openly  to  weaken  the 
authority  of  Mofes  1 :  where  after  you  have 
collected  into  one  view,  what  you  call  my 
fpattered  Sentiments ,  you  draw  up  the  ftate  of 
the  controverfy  into  two  points  2.  i»  Whe¬ 
ther  Mofes’j  account  of  the  Creation  and  Fall 
of  man  is  to  be  underftood  literally  or  no.  2. 
Whether  the  Religion  and  Laws  which  Mofes' 
delivered  to  the  Jews  had  a  divine  Origin  and 
Authority.  To  thefe  two  points  I  fhall  an- 
fwer  diftindtly  ;  and  to  fhew  how  ready  I 
am  to  humour  you,  as  far  as  I  am  able,  will 
give  what  you  require,  a  full  and  explicit 
account  of  my  thoughts  upon  them. 

But  in  order  to  clear  my  way  to  them, 
it  will  be  neceflary  to  confider  what  you 

1  Reply  to  Defence,  p.  46, 
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have  objected ,  as  ufual,  to  two  quotations  of 
mine  that  relate  to  the  fame  fubjedt. 

In  fupport  of  my  expofition  of  the  pa¬ 
ragraph,  we  have  been  examining,  and  to 
fhew,  that  Jcfephus  had  put  Moles  on  the 
fame  foot  with  Minos  and  the  other  old  Law¬ 
givers-,  I  took  occafion  toobferve,  that  this 
was  fo  far  from  weakening  Mofes’*  authority , 
that  it  tended  to  Jlrengthen  it  with  thofe,  to 
whom  it  was  addrefied  ;  who  had  the  high- 
eft  efteem  and  opinion  of  thofe  very  Law¬ 
givers ,  and  were  fo  far  from  being  fcanda- 
lized  at  the  fictions  contrived  by  them  for 
the  good  of  the  people  \  that  they  bragged  of 
them  the  more  for  that  very  reafon,  as  the 
greatejl  benefactors  of  mankind.  This  I  com 
firmed  from  Diodorus  Siculus ,  Plutarch , 
Plato .  But  to  thefe ,  you  fay  J,  Pis  not  worth 
while  to  anfwer ;  they  are  Heathen  authorities , 
and  I  am  welcome  to  them :  and  as  much  Hea¬ 
thens  as  they  are,  they  are  welcome ,  I  aflure 
you,  to  me  :  I  am  proud  of  their  acquain¬ 
tance;  and  tho’  I  do  not  intend  to  die  in 
their  faith,  yet  refolve  to  live  in  their  friend- 
£hip. 

Of  thefe  Plato  particularly,  who  has 
written  on  Governme?it  more  fully  than  any 
of  the  Ancients,  affirms  it  to  be  the  chief- 
duty  of  a  Magijlrate,  to  contrive  Jlich  Fables , 
Fictions ,  or  political  Lies ,  as  he  thinks  the  moft 
effedtual  to  inftil  into  the  people  a  reverence 

1  Reply  to  Defence,  p.  6z. 
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for  the  Laws,  and  difpofe  them  to  a  willing 
obedience  to  them.  Now  the  Greek  Fathers,  1 
obferved,  were  poflefled  likewife  with  a  com¬ 
mon  opinion,  that  Plato  had  diligently  ftudied 
the  Books  of  Mofes,  and  copied  fo  many  of  his 
notions  from  them,  that  he  was  called  by 
fome  the  Attick  Mofes :  and  that  Clemens  of 
i  Alexandria  and  Eufebius  do  in  a  manner 
affert,  or  Jay  at  leaf  much  the  fame  thing, 
i  that  Plato's  notion  of  the  ufe  of  thofe  Fables 
and  Fiblions  was  borrowed  from  the  Mofaic 
!  W\ citings  1 .  But  here  you  tell  me  flatly,  that 
i!  /  have  mifreprefented  Clemens,  and  adled fill 
"'more  unfairly  with  Eufebius 2,  whom  fince  I 
I,  have  treated,  it  feems,  ilxworfFof  the  two, 
j  I  will  endeavour  to  do  jufticc  to  in  the  firft 
place. 

.  And  on  a  review  of  the  paflage  taken  from 
(ihim,  I  find  myfelf  fo  far  fromfhaving  treat- 
led  him  unfairly,  that  I  have  afcribed  no¬ 
thing  to  him  but  what  his  very  words  plainly 
jand  diredtly  exprefs.  In  the  eleventh  Book 
of  his  Preparation,  he  fets  out  by  undertak¬ 
ing  to  £hew,  the  exaSl  agreement  of  the 
■  Greeks,  and  above  all  of  Plato,  with  the  Books 
of  Mofes,  in  all  the  mojl  important  points. 
And  the  fubjedt  of  the  Book  is  to  prove 
{this  by  a  companion  of  the  particulars.  He 
opens  the  twelfth  Book  by  telling  us,  that  the 
purpofe  of  it  is  to  (hew,  the  particular  a- 

'  1  Defence,  p.  44. 
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greement  of  Plato  with  the  fewijh  Oracle s, 
juft  like  the  harmony  of  a  well  tuned  Lyre>  in 
all  the  articles  not  fpecified  in  the  former  Book. 
And  in  each  Chapter  of  this  Book,  in  which 
there  are  fifty,  he  gives  a  different  example 
of  this  fame  harmony  ;  prefixing  to  each  a 
Summary  or  "Title  of  the  contents  it  treats 
of.  Among  which  we  find  thefe  that  fol¬ 
low. 

That  Children  ought  to  be  trained  up  by 
Fables . 

That  a  careful  choice  ought  to  be  made  of 
fuch  Fables. 

That  we  ought  not  to  expofe  to  all  promi ft 
cuoufy  the  profound  and  awful  doctrines 
of  Truth. 

That  Plato  allegorizes  the  fory  of  Para - 
dife,  juft  as  Mofes. 

That  Youth  ftould  be  trained  to  the  exer*  j 
cife  of  virtue  by  Hymns  and  Songs. 

That  9tis  ncceffary  fometimes  to  ufe  a  Lie 
inflead  of  Phyjick ,  for  the  good  of  thofe  : 
who  want  it. 

The  pafiage  I  have  quoted  is  found  under 
this  loft  title ;  and  the  Chapter  itfelf  begins 
with  the  words  of  Plato,  to  this  effed,  as 
nearly  as  I  can  render  them:  That  a  Law¬ 
giver ■,  who  is  good  for  any  thing ,  ought  above  \ 
all  other  Fiftions  contrived  for  the  good  of  J 
the  Youth ,  to  invent  fuch  efpecially ,  as  tend  to  \ 
make  them  do  what  is  right  and  juft ,  not  by  j 
force ^  but  readily  and  willingly .  To  which  is 
4  imme- 
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immediately  fubjoined  the  reflection  of  Eu¬ 
febius  himfelf  that  there  are  very  many  in¬ 
stances  of  this  kind ,  in  the  books  of  the  He¬ 
brews. 

I  appeal  now  to  every  reader,  whether 
*ds  poffible  for  a  teftimony  to  be  more  ex¬ 
plicit  and  direct  than  this.  'Tis  produced  to 
prove,  that  according  to  Eufebius ,  Platon 
notion  of  political  Fi 51  ions  was  borrowed  from 
Mofes.  Eufebius  exprefly  affirms  it.  How 
is  it  then  that  I  have  aCted  unfairly  with 
him  ?  Becaufe  I  conceal,  it  feems,  and  drop 
the  following  words,  which  fhew,  that  the 
Fidlion  he  imputes  to  Scripture ,  confifted 
only  in  afcribing  human  pajjions  to  the  Deity, 
and  reprefenting  him,  as  jealous,  fieepy,  angry ; 
which,  however  it  may  amufe  fome  readers, 
is  yet  nothing  at  all  to  the  purpofe.  The 
faCt,  for  which  Eufebius  is  appealed  to,  is, 
whether  Plato  borrowed  the  notion  from  Scrip¬ 
ture  or  no  :  Eufebius  declares  that  he  did ; 
which  is  all  that  I  am  concerned  for  :  if 
we  would  know  the  particular  inftances  of 
Fidlion  that  Plato  borrowed ;  we  mu  ft  learn 
that  from  Plato  himfelf  and  not  from  Eu¬ 
febius.  I  have  (hewn  what  kind  it  was  that 
Plato  recommended  ;  and  no  body,  I  dare 
fay,  can  fhew  that  he  ever  recommended 
what  Eufebius  here  mentions  ;  or  for  the 
good  of  the  people  ever  feigned  God  to  be 
jealous ,  angry,  Jleepy ,  &c.  My  bufinefs  then 
being  to  prove  the  Authoritv  of  Eufebius , 
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that  Plato  had  borrowed  his  notion from  Mofes ; 
it  could  not  be  to  the  purpofe  to  exemplify 
it,  by  inftances,  which  he  did  not  borrow. 
And  Eufebius  might  poffibly  give  this  turn 
to  his  argument,  to  obviate  the  offence,  which 
a  frank  allowance  of  fuch  a  fadt  might  give 
to  the  more  rigid  and  zealous :  it  being  well 
known,  that  no  fmall  clamour  was  raifed 
again  ft  him  by  the  firitly  orthodox  of  thofe 
times,  for  his  opinions  in  fome  high  points 
of  Religion. 

Let’s  now  fee  what  you  objedl  to  the  other 
paffage  of  Clemens ;  who  in  fpeaking,  as  I  fay, 
of  the  Art  of  governing,  allows  the  Greeks 
to  have  learnt  from  Mofes  among  other  lefi'ons 
of  policy,  the  proper  life  and  application  of 
Lying  or  Fit  ion 1 .  But  you  charge  me  here 
with  mifreprefentation ,  in  calling  that  the 
Art  of  governing ,  which  ought  to  be  ren¬ 
dered  the  Art  of  governing  in  war ,  or  the 
Art  of  a  General.  And  fhould  I  grant  you 
this,  pray  what  would  you  gain  by  it  ?  Does 
it  not  come  up  to  what  I  contend  for ;  or 
at  leaft,  as  I  have  put  it,  to  much  the  fame 
thing ?  For  what  difference  is  there  in  the 
thing  itfelf,  when  ufed  for  the  good  of  the 
people ,  whether  it  be  ufed  in  peace ,  or  in 
war  ?  Unlefs  that  in  war ,  ’tis  feldom  prac- 
tifed  with  effect,  but  to  the  definition  of  thou  - 
funds i  in  peace  without  the  leafi  hurt  or  in¬ 


jury 
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jury  to  any  one  :  and  this  difference,  I’m 
afraid,  will  give  no  advantage  to  your  fide 
of  the  queftion. 

Dolus  an  virtus  quis  in  hojle  requirit : 

is,  I  know,  the  ordinary  maxim  of  military 
policy ;  and  you  give  us  from  Virgil,  the 
mentita  tela  of  an  enemy  :  but  you  forget 
what  you  had  obferved  on  a  lefs  pertinent 
occafion,  that  thefe  are  Heatheniftj  maxims ; 
the  fuggeftions  of  a  loofe  morality  :  Will  you 
undertake  to  defend  them  by  the  JlriB  prin¬ 
ciples  of  Religion, ,  or  aflert  the  pra&ice  of 
them  to  be  honourable  in  the  character  of 
Mofes  ?  If  you  can  do  this,  then  the  ufe  of 
Fiction  in  any  cafe  for  the  good  of  the  people 
may  furely  be  defended  by  the  fame  princi¬ 
ples.  For  to  confider  Mofes’j  character  : 
was  he  not  divinely  infpired  and  afjifed  in 
the  fame  extraordinary  manner  in  all  the 
Events  of  war ,  as  in  all  the  Arts  of  peace  l 
by  ft retching  out  his  rod  he  could  drown  a 
mighty  hoft;  by  lifting  up  his  hands  deflroy 
a  whole  army:  is  it  not  then  the  fame  di¬ 
minution  of  his  divine  Authority,  to  fuppofe 
him  under  a  neceflity  of  recurring  to  Fiction 
or  Stratagem  in  the  one  cafe,  as  in  the  other  ? 
Confidering,  I  fay,  the  circumftances  of 
Mofes’r  character  3  it  feems  difficult  to  make 
out  the  difference  :  yet  you  roundly  affert, 
and  think  the  aflfertiftn  innocent,  that  he 
might  ufe  all  the  arts  of  deceiving  in  war  ; 
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but  will  not  fuffer  me  to  impute  to  him  the 

leaji  poffble  degree  of  it \  in  peace ,  without 
weakening  his  Authority . 

But  as  this  paflfage  of  my  Defence  has  ge¬ 
nerally  been  thought  the  moft  exceptionable 
of  any  in  my  Two  Pieces  ;  fo  I  muft  beg 
leave  to  recite  here  my  very  words,  in  or¬ 
der  to  explain  my  true  meaning  in  them 
the  more  clearly:  they  run  thus  :  Is  the  no¬ 
tion  then  of  the  Divine  Origin  of  the  Law,  and 
the  Infpiration  of  Mofes  to  be  rejbhed  into  Fic¬ 
tion  and  Fable ,  or  political  Lying  ?  No,  far  be 
it  from  me  to  think  or  fay  that :  but  this  per¬ 
haps  one  may  venture  to  fay ;  that  the  Juppofi - 
tion  of  fome  degree  of  fuch  Fiction  may  pcfjibly  be 
found  necef ary  to  thcj'olving  the  difficulties  of  the 
Mofaic  Writings ,  without  any  hurt  to  their  au¬ 
thority  or  advantage  to  Infidelity ,  &c.  1  And 

here  we  fee  after  all  the  cry  that  has  been 
made  againd:  me,  I  exprefly  difclaim  the  leaji 
thought  of  faying  or  doing  any  thing,  that  real¬ 
ly  contradi&s  the  Divine  Origin  of  the  Law  or 
Infpiration  fl/’Mofes:  and  in  the  next  words, 
where  I  feem  to  allow  fome  degree  of  FiBion , 
I  have  ufed  all  the  terms  of  referve ,  doubt 
and  diffidence,  that  can  poflibly  be  crowded 
into  any  fentence:  perhaps may  venture ; 
fome  degree ;  may  pofiibly  be  found:  which  can 
by  no  means  imply  a  perfuafion,  but  an  hint 
only  to  ground  a  queftion  upon.  And  that 
ftill,  upon  a  fuppofition,  that  fuch  a  quef- 

1  Defence,  p.  45. 
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tion  can  do  no  manner  of  hurt  to  the  authority 
tf/'Mofes,  or  fervice  to  Infidelity .  When  the 
reader  has  duly  reflected  on  this,  then  Ut 
him  confider,  how  juftly  I  have  been  ac¬ 
cused  from  the  evidence  of  this  paf&ge,  of 
calling  in  queftion  the  Divine  Infpiration  of 
the  Scriptures.. 

To  return  to  the  teftimony  of  Clemens: 
where  tho-  it  feetfis  needkfe  to  fay  any 
thing  more  of  a  frdnjlatim ,  which  bears 
equally  in  either  f enfe  to  the  point  in  que¬ 
ftion  ;  yet  as  I  never  tranllated  any  paflage 
with  defign  to  make  it  bear  more  than  it 
would  ftri&ly  carry  fo  I  think  myfelf  ob¬ 
liged  to  give  fome  account  here,  why  I 
tranllated  the  word,  ^4^^,  by  th z  Art  of 
governing  in  general,  and  not,  as  you  would 
have  it,  the  Art  of  governing  in  war :  and 
for  this  I  had  the  following  reafons. 

That  tho’  I  well  knew  the  word,  <?pct]?iyetv, 
to  fignify  properly,  to  lead  an  army  or  govern 
it  in  war,  in  the  old  Clafiick  Authors ,  yet  I 
knew  withal,  that  in  the  time  of  Jofephus, 
and  of  the  Ecclefajlical  Writers  eipecially, 
who  lived  after  him,  the  word  had  loft  its 
proper,  original  fenfe,  and  was  applicable  to 
denote  Civil  Magifiracy  or  Government  in  ge¬ 
neral.  Thus  Mofes  is  commonly  called  by 
fofephus  the  ^pal^yog  of  the  Jews,  not  in 
the  notion  of  a  General  or  Leader  of  a?i  army, 
but  of  fupreme  Governor  or  Magifirate. 
And  this,  as  in  many  other  places,  fo  in  that 
2  parti- 
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particularly,  where  he  appears  in  the  meer 
form  of  a  Civil  Magiftr ate ,  and  in  the  very 
a<5t  of  hearing  and  judging  civil  caufes  1 . 
His  fucceffor  JoJhua  is  in  like  manner  always 
ftiled  the  rpetlriycg,  in  the  fenfe  of  general 
Governor  z.  And  what’s  moft  to  the  point, 
Jofeph,  in  his  government  of  JE gypt,  where 
he  had  no  military  command ,  is  called  in  the 
fame  fenfe,  ^ctfayog:  where  a  learned  Cri - 
tick  in  a  marginal  note  obferves,  that  this 
word  had  in  that  age  loft  its  relation  to  war , 
and  denoted  Civil  Power  or  Government  in  ge¬ 
neral  3.  In  which  fenfe  the  Ecclefafical  Wri¬ 
ters  generally  ufe  it,  as  Valejius  has  fully 
fhewn  4  j  and  as  every  body  will  find  from 
the  old  Lexicons  and  Gloffaries  5. 

This  being  then  the  common  acceptation 
of  the  word  in  the  age  of  Clemens ,  an  ad¬ 
mirer  of  Jofephus ;  and  g-jictj^yog  carrying  the 
notion  of  a  general  Governor  or  Magijlrate  ; 
’tis  certain  that  <r pctlriyyj pa,  confidered  fingly, 
may  truly  and  properly  be  rendered  by  the 
Art  of  governing,  without  any  refpedt  to 
war .  And  as  the  context  in  this  place  feem- 
ed  fomewhat  perplexed  and  obfeure;  fo  I 
was  not  curious  to  confider,  whether  it  ought 

1  Antiq.  1.  3.  4.  Item,  1.  4.  4.  §.  7.  See. 

z  Ibid.  1.  5.  1.  §.1,3,  29, 

3  Ibid.  1.  2.  6. 

4  Valef.  Not.  ad  lib.  31.  Ammiani  Marcell.  c.  vi.  it.  Not. 
ad  Eufeb.  Hift.  Ecclefiaft.  I.7.  c.  xi.  not.  6.  it.  ad  Eufeb.  1.  8. 
c.  xi.  not.  4. 

5  Du  Frefne.  it.  Lexic.  Vet,  ad  finem  Operum  S.  Cyrilli; 
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to  be  rendered  the  Art  of  Government ,  Civil 
or  Military ,  fince  it  was  obvious  to  refledt, 
as  I  have  obferved  ab#ve,  that  in  either  fenfe 
it  comes  to  much  the  fame  thing . 

As  to  the  fadt  itfelf,  whether  Plato  did 
really  borrow  any  thing  from  Mofes  or  not ,  I 
am  no  way  concerned  for  the  truth  of  it ; 
but  (hall  leave  it  to  thefe  Fathers  to  anfwer 
for  it :  what  they  have  delivered  concerning 
it,  might  be  with  a  view  to  recommend 
their  Religion  to  the  Greeks ,  agreeably  to 
what  Clemens  himfelf  declares,  that  as  the 
Apoftle  became  a  Hebrew  to  the  Hebrews,  fi 
it  was  reafonable  to  become  a  Greek  to  Greeks. 
And  the  very  paffage  we  have  been  examin¬ 
ing  may,  for  any  thing  I  know,  be  one  of 
thofe  unfound  ones ,  which  Photius  tells  us  are 
to  be  found  in  this  very  work  of  Clemens x. 

I  fhall  now  at  laft  explain  myfelf  more 
particularly  on  the  two  moft  important  points 
of  this  Controverfy  5 

1 .  The  Allegorical  Expoftion  of  the  Hi - 

ftory  of  the  Creation  and  Fall  of  Man. 

2.  The  Divine  Origin  and  Infpiration  of 

the  Scriptures . 

As  to  the  firft  of  thefe,  you  charge  me  with 
afferting,  that  the  literal  fenfe  is  in  faff  con¬ 
tradictory  to  reafon  and  the  notions  we  have  of 
Godz.  But  here,  Sir,  you  either  miftake  my 
meaning  thro’  want  of  attention,  or  thro* 

1  Photii  Biblioth,  p.  28S. 
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deflgn  nftfreprefent  it.  I  had  faid  in  my  Let¬ 
ter ,  that  all  Commentators  are  forced  in  fane 
meafure  to  defert  the  literal  meaning  * :  and  in 
my  Defence ,  where  I  have  further  explained 
myfelf,  that  if  it  be  found  in  faff  contradic¬ 
tory  to  reafon  and  the  notions  we  have  of  God , 
we  mufl  neceffarily  defert  it?,  fhe firfi  I 
fhall  ftill  affert  to  be  true;  and  the  latter  all 
Divines  whatfoever  will  allow  to  be  fo.  But 
to  reject  the  literal  fenfe  conditionally ,  and  on 
fuppofition  only  of  its  being  contrary  to  rea- 
fony  which  is  all  that  I  have  done,  or  defign- 
ed  at  lea  ft  to  dp,  is  a  quite  different  thing, 
from  what  you  charge  me  with;  the  avert¬ 
ing  it  to  be  in  faff  contradictory  to  reafon .  So 
that  the  very  foundation  you  build  upon,  of 
my  having  abfolutely  rejected  the  letter  y  is  falfe, 
lince  I  rpjedt  it  only  hypothetically  or  condi¬ 
tionally.  Befides;  by  deferting  the  Letter , 
there’s  no  neceffity  to  under ftand  an  abfolute 
denial  or  rejection  of  all  hiftorical  fenfe  in  it; 
but  a  preference  only  pf  the  Allegorical  in 
fome  particular  cafes,  as  the  propereft  bafis 
for  a  rational  Defence  of  Religion . 

Now  in  this  very  Hifory  of  the  Creationy 
I  find  the  Commentators  greatly  divided  and 
difagreeing  among  themfelves,  in  their  feveral 
methods  of  explaining  it.  Some  prefer  the 
Allegorical  Senfe ,  others  the  Literal ;  moft  in¬ 
deed  allow,  that  both  are  confident,  and  may 

1  Letter,  p.  13. 
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be  ufed  together:  but  all  take  a  liberty  of 
applying  each  arbitrarily,  without  any  cer¬ 
tain  rule,  juft  as  their  feveral  fyftems  or  fan¬ 
cies  incline  them  So  that  kis  not  poffible 
to  draw  from  them  all,  any  uniform  and  cer¬ 
tain  principle  of  true  belief  and  interpretation, 
5Tis  this  I  refer  to,  this  I  complain  of  in  the 
Defence  of  my  Letter2:  that  thofe  who  de¬ 
fend  Religion  fo  dogmatically ,  do  not  ftate 
and  define  what  it  is,  that  we  Chriftiam  are 
obliged  to  believe  of  this  ftory :  that  they  do 
not  determine  the  bounds  of  Letter  and 'Allegory ; 
do  not  fix  fome  fettled  rule  of  applying  them ; 
but jump,  as  I  fay,  arbitrarily  from  one  to  the 
other ,  as  each  man’s  whimdire&s  him.  And 
in  this  uncertainty  and  latitude  of  interpre¬ 
tation,  kis  ridiculous  to  charge  particular 
opinions  with  Infidelity ,  that  offend  againft 
no  eftabiifhed  maxim  or  rule  of  expofition. 

After  trifling  a  while  about  the  word, 
Myfiery ,  in  a  manner  that  deferves  no  anfwer, 
you  collect  the  fubftance  of  your  charge  into 
one  point,  viz.  that  I  alledge  in  favour  of 
Allegory ,  that  the  Primitive  Fathers  efieemed 
it  on  many  occafions  the  only  method  of  vindi¬ 
cating  Scripture  3,  This  you  treat  as  a  bold 
and  rafh  Affertion,  and  exert  all  your  Strength 
and  Learning  to  prove  it  fo  5  declaring,  that 

1  Les  ecrits  des  Peres  Sc  de  !a  plupart  des  Interprets  en. 
font  pleins;  &  ces  fortes  duplications  font  fouvent  arbi¬ 
trages.  Caijpet.  Comment.  Pref.  Gen.  p.  n, 
z  Defence,  p.  1 3. 
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I  have  miftaken  the  fenfe  of  every  one  of  the 
tefiimonies  produced  to  confirm  it.  Here 
then  we  will  once  more  join  iffue ,  and  exa¬ 
mine- the  truth  of  your  allegation  and  mine; 
where  the  Reader,  I  dare  fay,  will  not  be  fo 
much  furprized  at  my  boldnefi  in  affirming, 
as  at  yours,  in  fo  rafhly  denying  a  fadt,  which 
is  evident  and  known  to  all,  who  are  con- 
verfant  in  Ecclefajlical  Antiquity. 

As  for  Origen  $  in  the  remains  ftill  left  us 
of  his  Works,  we  have  proof  enough  of  his 
attachment  to  the  allegorical  Expoftion  and 
contempt  of  the  literal.  St.Jerom,  fpeak- 
ing  of  him  declares,  that  he  turned  the 
fiory  of  Paradife  fo  wholly  to  Allegory ,  as  to 
deflroy  or  take  away  all  the  literal  truth  of  it : 
by  the  Trees ,  underfanding  Angels by  the 
Rivers ,  Ccelefial  Virtues  \  &cr.  And  the 
fame  Father ,  giving  an  account  of  another 
Greek  Expofitor,  he  had  been  reading,  on  the 
fiory  of  Melchifedec ,  fays  juft  the  fame  of  him 
too,  that  he  allegorized  the  whole  in  fuch  a 
manner ,  as  to  deflroy  the  hijlorical  truth  of  it %. 

St.  Aufin  tells  us  5  that  there  were  fomey 
who  interpreted  the  whole  account  of  Paradife 
of  things  to  be  underflood  fpiritually  or  allegori¬ 
cally ,  as  if  the  things  themfelves  had  not  been 
really  vifible ,  or  corporal ,  but  delivered  for  the 
fake  of  thofe  fpiritual  fgnifications  3.  And 


1  Hieron.  Op.  T.  4.  par.  2.  p.  3 
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iho5  he  declares  on  this  occafion  for  holding 
faft  the  Letter *  along  with  the  Allegory  *  yet 
*tis  certain  that  he  had  once  been  of  a  diffe¬ 
rent  mind,  and  thought,  that  we  could  not 
explain  the  Hifiory  of  Mans  Fall  pioujly  and 
worthily  of  God  but  in  the  allegorical  way  1  $ 
and  feems  to  have  always  held  the  fame  con** 
ftant  opinion,  as  to  the  fix  days  of  the  Creation* 
and  to  have  looked  upon  them  as  wholly  alle¬ 
gorical1-. 

Thus,  Sir,  in  direft  contradi&ion  to  what 
you  maintain,  there  were  feveral  Writers  in 
the  primitive  ages*  who  thought  the  bejlway  of 
vindicating  Scripture  in  feme  infiances  to  be  by 
the  help  op'  Allegory *  even  to  the  defertion  of  the 
Letter:  and  this  without  any  imputation  on 
their  zeal  or  fincerity  in  their  Religion,  or  the 
leaft  fufpicion  of  Infidelity.  'Twas  the  fame 
cafe  with  the  JewiJh  Apohgifis, ,  particularly 
Philo ,  from  whom  I  had  drawn  fome  tefti- 
monies  to  the  very  point :  but  you  tell  me  pe¬ 
remptorily,  that  I  have  mifiaken  the  fenfe  of 
every  one  of  them  3.  And  to  give  us  a  general 
view  in  what  fenfe  Philo  is  to  be  underftood9 
you  obfer ve,  that  he  more  than  once  cautions  his 
tenders  againft  departing  from  the  letter  of  the 
Old  Heft  ament*  and  fays,  that  all  the  Ceremo¬ 
nies  relating  to  the  Worjhip  of  the  Temple  and  a 
thoufand  other  precepts  would  be  negledied*  if  we 
were  to  confine  ourfelves  only  to  the  allegorical 

*  De  Genef.  contr.  Manich.  1.  2.  c.  ill. 
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Interpretation.  But  what  is  this  to  the  pur- 
pofe?  Or  how  does  it  confute  what  I  have 
advanced  ?  Is  there  the  leaf!  hint  in  my  Letter , 
or  the  Defence  of  it,  that  Philo  or  the  Primi¬ 
tive  Writers  maintained  the  whole fenfe  of  Scrip¬ 
ture  to  be  allegorical  ?  Might  not  Philo  be¬ 
lieve  the  general fenfe  to  be  literal ,  and  yet 
hold  fome  particular  paftages  to  be  wholly 
allegorical  ?  This  furely  is  confident,  and  that 
it  was  the  very  cafe,  we  (hall  prefently  fee. 
For  in  fiance ;  the  Law ,  fays  Philo ,  accounts 
the  Camel  an  unclean  be  a  ft,  becaufe ,  thd  he 
chews  the  cud ,  he  does  ?iot  divide  the  hoof  $  now 
if  we  conftder  this  according  to  the  outward  Let¬ 
ter ,  [tis  hard  to  fay,  what  fenfe  there  is  in  it ; 
but  if  accordmg  to  the  inward  meaning ;  there 
is  a  moft  clear  and necefjary  one,  &c.  which  he 
proceeds  to  explain.  This  paflage  I  had  pro¬ 
duced  before 1  ;  but  as  you  have  faid  nothing 
to  it  in  your  Reply,  I  muft  confront  you  with 
it  once  again,  the  better  to  confine  you  to  the 
true fate  of  the  quefion.  Let  me  afk  you  then, 
whether  Philo,  in  this  inftance,  does  not  ac¬ 
tually  vindicate  Scripture  by  its  allegorical 
meaning,  in  oppofition  to  the  literal  one?  If  he 
does ;  then  all  you  have  been  faying  about 
him  has  neither  truth  7ior fenfe  in  it:  if  he 
does  not ;  then  I  am  content  to  take  what¬ 
ever  fhame  you  pleafe  to  throw  upon  me ; 
even  the. fare  you  fo  candidly  give  me  of 
Mr.  Woolftoifj  floame  2. 

1  Defence,  -p,  17.  *  Reply  to  Defence,  p.  51. 
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You  fay  that  Philo  turns  altnoft  every' 
thing  to  Allegory  ;  and  yet  by  your  ufe  of 
him,  one  would  imagine,  that  he  had  turned 
nothing  to  Allegory .  But  to  drop  for  the  pre¬ 
fen  t  what  you  or  I  think,  let's  fee  what  other 
men  of  Learning,  not  heated  in  this  Con- 
troverfy,  have  thought  of  him  with  regard 
to  this  very  queftion.  Philo ,  fays  Photius , 
wrote  expositions  on  the  Old  Teflament, ,  turn¬ 
ing  almoft  every  where  the  Letter  to  Allegory  : 
and  from  him  all  that  cuftom  of  allegorical 
Interpretation  flowed  into  the  Church x. 

Sixtus  Senenfls  tells  us  of  him,  that  he  af¬ 
firms  it  to  be  a  piece  of  ru flick  flmplicity  to 
believe  literally ,  that  the  World  was  created 
in  fix  days  or  in  any  certain  time .  And 
that  fever  al  Catholic  Authors  had  followed  his 
opinion ,  as  Auftin  among  the  Latins,  and  Pro¬ 
copius  among  the  Greeks2:  That  he  Jo  treats 
what  Mofes  has  faid  of  Farad  fie,  as  to  deftroy 
the  literal  Senje  of  it ;  making  the  Garden , 
the  Plants ,  and  the  other  things  defcribed  in  it 
to  contain  nothing  but  Allegory .  In  which  er¬ 
ror  he  was  followed ,  he  fays,  by  Origen,  and 
very  many  Writers  befides ,  as  he  (hews  after¬ 
wards  3 ;  and  he  declares,  that  St.  Ambrofe 
likewife  in  imitation  of  Philo  feems  to  have 
underflood  the  flory  of  Paradfie  wholly  accord¬ 
ing  to  Allegory ,  rejelling  the  hiflorical  Senfe  of 
it  4.  And  if  we  would  know  this  Author's 

8  Phot.  Biblioth.  p.  277.  8  Sixt.  Senenf.  Blblioth. 

1  j.  p.  338.  i  Ibid.  p.  340.  '  _  4  Ibid.  p.  341. 
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own  opinion  of  allegorical  Interpretation ; 
he  affirms  it  to  be  by  far  the  mojl  ufeful  for 
the  eftablijhment  of  our  Faith ,  and  the  infii - 
tution  of  our  Manners:  and  fays  further,  that 
Jhould  the  enemies  of  the  Law  and  the  Prophets 
cbjeB  to  us  and  demand ,  for  what  reafon  God 
gave  Juch  abfurd  Laws  to  cut  off  the  Foreskin , 
kill  the  Lamb,  the  Goat,  See.  we  Jhould  have  no 
way  of  defending  ourf elves  but  by  the  allegorical 
Senfe ;  without  which  all  thofe  things  mujl  needs 
appear  infpid,  ruflick ,  and  wholly  unworthy  the 
Divine  Majefly  1 .  And  now,  have  I  advanced 
any  thing  like  this  in  favour  of  Allegory  ? 
Yet  the  Author  who  has  advanced  it,  was  a 
man  highly  efteemed  and  celebrated  in  hi$ 
own  time,  not  only  for  his  Learning,  which 
was  great,  but  for  his  Piety  and fincere  Zeal 
for  Religion,  which  were  allowed  to  be  as 
great. 

To  this  Writer,  who  was  a  Papifi ,  I  fhall 
juft  add  a  Protejlant,  Rivet  us  ;  who  in  thefe  ( 
points  was  .as  highly  orthodox ,  and  as  great  an 
Advocate  of  the  Letter  as  your  felf.  Who  de¬ 
clares,  that  St.  Aufin  held  the  fix  days  of 
the  Creation  to  have  an  allegorical  Meaning 
only ,  and  that  Philo ,  Procopius ,  Cajetanus  are 
of  the  fame  opinion 2.  Of  the  laft  of  whom  he 
intimates,  that  he  held  the  literal fiory  of  Eve 
formed  from  the  rib  of  Adam  to  be  a  filly  one  3.  ■ 

By  this  time  the  Reader  will  be  able  to 

1  Skt.  Senenf.  JBiblioth.  1.  3.  p.  141.  *  Rivet.  ExerciCat.  , 

?n  Gen$f.  c,  1 .  p.  9.  Op.  T,  1 ,  3  Ibid.  Qper,  T.  z.  p.  956. 
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judge  how  tap  or  bold,  as  you  fay,  my  A f- 
fertion  is,  that  the  Primitive  Fathers  and 
Jewip  Apologifis  efieemed  the  allegorical  Ex- 
pofition  to  be  on  fome  occafions  the  bejl  method 
of  vindicating  Scripture.  But  becaufe  you 
pufh  me  fo  vigoroufly  on  this  queftion,  I 
1  muft  beg  leave  to  dwell  a  little  longeron  it. 

Jcfepbus  refle&ing  on  the  calumnies  charg¬ 
ed  on  the  Jews,  and  the  ridicule  they  under- 
*  yvent  on  the  account  of  the  Tabernacle  and 
■prieftly  Vef meats',  fays,  that  whoever  feri- 
oufiy  confiders  the  fabrick  and  confiruhlion  of 
'  them,  will  find  the  Lawgiver  to  have  been  a 
?  Divine  Man ,  and  that  they  are  falfiy  reproached 
pn  this /core.  For  if  we  duly  examine  the  par¬ 
ticulars  with  judgment  and  without  envy, 
we  fall  difcover  them  all  to  have  been  formed 
fa  imitation,  or  as  a  typical  reprefentation 
of  the  TJniverfe  and  its  feveral  parts :  and 
ihe  proceeds  to  explain  this  analogy  or  fi- 
;  militude  thro’  all  its  particulars.  The  Ta- 
\  bernacle  thirty  cubits  long,  divided  into  three 
parts ,  denotes,  he  fays,  the  earth,  the  fiea ,  the 
heavens:  the  twelve  loaves,  the  twelve  months: 
the  feven  branches  of  the  candleftick,  the  feven 
planets,  &c.  Now  what  is  all  this  but  re¬ 
curring  to  Allegory,  in  order  to  vindicate  Scrip- 
;  ture  from  the  cavils  and  ridicule  of  Scepticks  ? 

I  had  produced  likewife  in  my  Defence  a 
teftimony  from  Barnabas’,  where  this  Apo- 
'  ftolical  Writer  declares,  that  Mofes  in  pro- 

»  Antiq,  1. 3.  c.  7. 
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hibiting  Swine  s  JleJhy  meant  only  to  prohibit 
the  keeping  company  with  fuch ,  as  in  their  man¬ 
ners  are  like  to  Swine'.  And  what  do  you 
fay  to  this  paffage  in  your  Reply  ?  Why,  you 
allow  it  to  be  a  jlrong  one  to  the  purpofe  ; 
yet  have  the  affurance  to  fay,  that  I  have 
miftaken  every  pajjage produced  to  that  purpofe1* 
I  have  alledged  alfo  two  other  ^uotationsy 
on  the  authority  of  Cotelerius ,  from  TertuU 
lian  and  Origen .  Where  the  firft  fays,  that  no¬ 
thing  is  fo  contemptible  as  the Mofaic  Laws  about 
• the  diflinciion  and  prohibition  of  animal  food . 
And  the  latter  more  freely;  that  if  we  take 
them  literally  they  are  unworthy  of  God ,  and 
lefs  rational  than  the  Laws  of  men  ;  nay  that 
fome  of  them  are  contrary  to  reafon  and  impof- 
fible  to  beobferved  3.  And  here  you  take  no¬ 
tice,  that  I  have  flopped  floor  ty  not  like  a  lover 
of  truth ,  without  acquainting  the  reader  with 
an  obfervation,  that  follows,  of  Cotelerius 
hinfelf:  that  on  the  contrary  very  many  paf 
fages  might  be  collected  out  of  the  fame  Author sy 
which  fpeak  in  praife  of  the  fame  Laws  But 
has  Cotelerius  produced  any  of  thofe  paf- 
fages  ?  if  he  had,  it  would  have  been  per¬ 
tinent  to  conftder,  how  far  they  had  balanced, 
or  luperfeded  the  other.  But  fince  he  has 
not  done  this,  and  what  he  has  faid  is  not, 
as  you  have  given  it,  but  what  fhould  be 
rendered,  that  many  pa  fages  might  be  collected 

1  Def.  p.  17.  2  Reply  to  Def.  p;  51,  55. 

3  Def.  p.  17,  *  Reply  to  Def.  p.  55. 
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from  the  fame  Fathers ,  exprejfed  more  commodi- 
oufly  in  praife  of  the  fame  Laws :  fo,  till  we  fee 
the  paffages  themfelves,  andunderftand  the  force 
of  what  you  had  left  out  ,more  commodioufy\  the 
different  paffages  may,  for  any  thing  we  know 
to  the  contrary,  be  very  well  reconciled. 

But  you  affirm,  that  Cotelerius  himfelf  has 
wholly  mifaken  the  fenfe  of  Tertullian ;  and  for 
the  paffage  of  Origen ,  it  effectually  carries  its 
own  difproof  with  it1.  We  {hall  prefently  fee 
what  judgment  you  fhew  in  this  affirmation. 
It  is  plain,  you  fay,  that  Tertullian  is  [peaking 
ironically ,  of  what  Marcion  and  the  Hereticks , 
and  not  what  himfelf  thought  of  thofe  Laws.  But 
it  will  be  as  plain,  I  doubt,  that  tho’  he  is 
fpeaking  of  the  Railleries  of  the  Hereticks ,  yet 
he  allows  the  ground  of  that  Raillery  to  be 
true,  and  owns  the  fadt,  that  the  Laws  are  really 
fooltjh  and  contemptible  in  themfelves,  according 
to  the  dictates  of  human  Wiffom ,  and  that  God 
made  ufe  of  them  for  the  very  reafon  of  their 
being  contemptible ,  in  order  to  baffle  the  knowledge 
and  learning  of  the  wife. 

In  the  other  paffage,  you  bring  from  him, 
he  is  only  fuggefting  fome  reafons  which  the 
Divine  Providence  might  have  for  the  inftitu- 
tion  of  fuchLaws  :  to  give  a  leffon  of  abfinence, 
and  a  check  to  that  gluttony ,  which ,  (as  he  adds 
in  words  that  you  have  wholly  omitted)  when 
it  was  eating  the  food  of  Angels ,  yet  longed  for  the 
Melons  and  Cucumbers  of  yEgypt.  An  omiffion, 
I  don  t  take  notice  of,  for  the  fake  of  clamour- 

1  Reply  to  Defence,  p.  56,  57. 
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ing,  as  you  do,  about  falfifying  and  mifrepre* 
Jenting  ;  but  to  {hew  how  dextroufly  you  can 
flap  over  ajbre  place  and  evade  the  touching 
on  any  thing,  that  intimates  an  inclination  in  the 
Jews  to  the  things  of  /Egypt.  And  were  I  to 
infill  on  the  paflage  for  any  purpofe  of  this 
Controverfy,  you  would  demonflr ate,  I  dare  fay, 
againjl  Pertullian,  juft  as  you  did  againjl  St. 
Stephen ,  that  there  was  not  fo  much  as  a  Cucumber 
in  /Egypt  in  Mofes’j  time . 

As  to  the  teftimony  of  Origen ,  it  carries ,  you 
fay,  its  own  confutation  with  it.  But,  pray  Sir, 
recoiled:  here,  what  you  are  fo  apt  on  all  occa- 
lions  to  forget,  the  real  fate  of  the  quejlion  ; 
which  does  not  turn  on  the  truth  or  fallhood 
of  what  Origen  has  faid,  but  on  the  fad,  whe¬ 
ther  he  has  [aid  it  or  no.  If  he  has  faid  it,  then 
my  affirmation  is  true;  that  the  Primitive  Wri¬ 
ters  efieemed  the  allegorical  way  on  Jbme  occafions 
to  be  the  only  method  of  vindicating  Scripture  ; 
and  the  negative  you  maintain  is  falfe.  But  I 
am  at  a  lofs  to  underlband,  how  this  notion  of 
Origen  confutes  itjelf.  Why,  he  ajj'erts ,  you  fay, 
that  to  be  impojjible ,  which  infaclhe  knew  to  have 
been  always  objerved .  But  this  Ihews  only  the 
negligence  of  your  own  attention :  for  how 
could  he  be  lb  grofs,  as  to  charge  an  impojjibi - 
lit)\  on  what  he  really  blew  to  be  true ?  Every 
one,  I  dare  fay,  will  fee  at  once,  that  he  meant, 
fomething  very  different  from  what  you  ima¬ 
gine  ;  viz.  thatjome  ofthofe  Laws,  which  the  Jews 
conjlantly  objerved :,  were  yet  from  the  nature  of 
things  impojjible  to  be  objerved \  in  that full  rigour 
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and  friBnefs,  which  the  literal  command  import s, 
and  of  which  no  exception  or  abatement  was  fig- 
nified.  For  inftance  ;  the  Law,  that  prohibits 
the  eating  of  blood ,  is  abfolute^  and  the  thing  it> 
felf  forbidden  in  any  manner  or  degree ;  and  who¬ 
ever  eats  it  in  any  manner  was  to  be  cut  off  K 
Now  is  it  poffible  to  eat  any fleflo  meat ,  without 
eating  blood  in  fome  manner  or  fome  degree  ?  This 
might  perhaps  be  one  of  the  Laws ,  that  Origen 
had  regard  to  :  where  it  may  be  anfwered ;  that 
God  requires  only  an  obedience  adequate  to  our 
power  ;  and  when  we  have  difcharged  that,  we 
have  fatisfied  the  Law  however  abfolute ,  or  rigo¬ 
rous:  yet  what  you  anfwer  is  nothing  to  the 
purpofe,  and  the  effedl  only  of  your  own  mi- 
ftake. 

But  fince  you  feem  to  have  fo  flight  an  opi¬ 
nion  of  Origen ,  as  to  think  him  abfurd  enough 
even  to  confute  himfelf ;  I  will  juft  give  you  a 
fhort  character  of  him,  from  a  greater  man 
than  yourfelf;  one  of  the  greateft  that  ever 
lived ;  Erafmus :  who  declares,  that  in  the  Ex - 
pofition  of  the  Scriptures ,  allowing  for  fome  parti¬ 
cular  points  of  Faith ,  he  would  prefer  one  Origen 
tp  ten  Orthodox 

And  now,  to  give  my  own  opinion  of  this 
queftion ;  I  take  the  ufe  of  Allegory  in  the  HiJ- 
tory  of  the  Creation  and  Fall  of  Man,  to  be  in 
fome  degree  neceffary,  toeftablifh  the  truth  of  the 
Chriftian  Religion ;  fince  all  Expofitors,  who 
have  confidered  with  moft  attention  th z general 

‘  Levit.  iii.  17..  vii.  26,  27.  2  At  ego  in  Scripturarum  enar- 

ratione,  unum  Origenem  decern  Orthodoxies  antepofuerim,  ex- 
ceptis  aliquot  dogmatibus  iidei.  in  Gal.  ii,  1 1 ,  Crit,  Sacr. 
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Scheme  of  Chrijlianity ,  however  differing  in  o- 
ther  points,  have  commonly  agreed  in  this. 
Calmet  declares,  that  it  is  extremely  difficult  to 
expound  the  fir  ft  Chapters  of  Genefis  literally  ; 
efpecially  as  to  what  regards  the  Fall  of  Man  and 
the  Story  of  the  Serpent :  and  that  the  Jews  do 
not  fufifier  their  young  men  under  the  age  of  twenty 
five  or  thirty  years  to  read  them .  And  Dr.  JV. 
himfelf,  in  vindicating  one pajfage  of  this  very 
Hiftory,  about  God's  walking  in  the  Garden ,  fays, 
that  a  Man  mufi  be  next  to  an  Idiot ,  who  under  * 
fiands  it  literally .  As  to  the  Letter ,  one  thing 
at  lead  is  certain,  and  we  may  affuredly  draw 
this  hifiorical  truth  from  it;  that  God  in  the 
beginning  created  the  fVorld  and  all  things  in  it ; 
and  placed  Man  in  a  fate  of  blifs  and  happinefs 
from  which  he  fell  by  his  own  fin  and  folly.  But 
whether  this  was  brought  about  exactly  and  li¬ 
terally ,  according  to  every  circumftance  of  the 
Mofaic  account ;  with  all  the  Form  and  Machi¬ 
nery ,  of fix  days  labour ;  a  Paradife ;  &c.  as  it  is 
not,  in  my  judgment,  material  to  inquire,  fo  I 
fhall  not  take  upon  me  to  determine.  All  that 
I  need  fay  further  on  it  is;  firft,  that  I  never 
meant  to  reject  the  Letter  of  Scripture  abfolutely 
in  any  cafe,  but  where  ’tis  found  mconfifient 
with  Reafon  and  the  Attributes  of  God:  and  there 
all  Divines  whatfoever  muff  agree  with  me  in  re¬ 
jecting  it.  Secondly,  that  had  I  abfolutely  rejected 
it  in  feme  cafes ;  I  had  yet  done  no  more  than 
what  fever  al  Apologifis  of  Chrijlianity  in  all  ages 
had  done  before  me,  who  tz  piety  and  zeal  for  Reli¬ 
gion  were  neve  r  called  in  queftion  on  that  account. 
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I  fhall  now  in  the  laft  place  give  a  diftindt  ac¬ 
count  of  my  Sentiments,  concerning  the  Divine 
Origin  and  Infpiratibn  of  the  Scriptures .  And  as 
in  my  Letter  to  Dr.  W.  I  had  declared  myfelf  a 
fincere  Chriftian ,  and  repeated  the  fame  declara¬ 
tion  in  my  Defence  of  it;  fo  I  had  reafon  to  ex¬ 
pert,  that  however  free  and  offenfive  any  of  my 
expreffions  might  appear  to  fome,  whom  a  nar¬ 
row  circle  of  life  and  ftudies  had  rendered  ftiff 
in  particular  habits  and  opinions,  yet  in  vertue 
of  fuch  a  declaration  my  belief  of  an  Article  Jb 
fundamental ,  would  have  been  prefumed  and  ta¬ 
ken  for  granted;  and  that  I  fhould  have  been  fafe 
at  lead:  from  the  groundlefs  and  fpiteful  charge 
of  Infidelity:  fince  in  the  character  of  a  Chri - 
fiian  I  take  to  be  neceflarily  included  a  general 
belief  of  the  Divine  Origin  and  Injpiration  of  the 
Books  of  the  Old  and  New  Lefi ament:  a  doc¬ 
trine  too  clearly  delivered  in  the  Scriptures ,  to  be 
doubted  of  and  called  in  queftion  by  any  one, 
who  lays  claim  to  that  title.  And  as  to  the 
particular  character  and  cafe  of  Mofes ;  I  take 
him  to  have  been  a  great  Prophet  and  Lawgiver , 
who  in  an  extraordinary  and  miraculous  manner 
was  favoured ,  afffied ,  and  infpired  by  God  in 
the  infiitution  of  his  Laws  and  Religion ,  and  con- 
fequently  had  a  Divine  Authority ,  which  is  fre¬ 
quently  appealed  to  and  confirmed  in  the  New 
lefi  ament. 

Butas’tis  neceflary  to  believe  of  the  Scrip* 
tures  in  general ,  that  they  are  Divinely  infpired ; 
fo  ’tis  as  neceflary,  from  the  evidence  of  plain 
fadts  and  declarations  in  thofe  very  Scriptures , 

to 
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to  allow  fome  exception  to  the  general  rule  ,* 
nor  to  infift,  as  fome  do,  that  every  word,  fen - 
fence,  narration,  hifory ;  or  indeed  every  Book, 
we  call  canonical,  was  dilated  by  God . 

This  is  the  only  notion  exprefly  affirmed  by 
me,  that  can  be  thought  to  weaken  in  any  man¬ 
ner  the  Divine  Authority  of  the  Chriftian  Reli¬ 
gion  :  and  ’cis  indeed  the  only  one  I  ever  intend¬ 
ed  to  affirm  on  the  fubjed :  and  if  any  thing 
be  faid  or  pufhed  further  by  me  in  either  of 
my  Pieces,  than  what  the  confequences  of  this 
pofition  will  fairly  juftify,  I  retradl  and  dis¬ 
claim  it. 

Here  then  I  fix  my  foot ;  and  take  upon  me 
to  aflert,  that  we  are  under  no  obligation  of 
Reafon  or  Religion  to  believe,  that  the  Scriptures 
are  of  abjblute  and  univerfal  Infpiration  or  that 
every  pajjage  in  them  was  dictated  by  a  Divine 
Spirit:  and  this  I  do  from  no  other  motive  or 
view  in  the  world,  but  a  firm  perfuafion  of 
the  truth  of  it ;  and  a  perfuafion  likewife,  that 
the  allowance  and  declaration  of  that  truth-  is 
not  only  ufeful,  but  neceffary  to  a  rational  De¬ 
fence  of  Religion. 

Now  as  this,  I  fay,  is  the  only  opinion,  that 
I  have  dire&ly  aflferted  in  this  Controverfy, 
without  the  lead  notice  taken  of  it  by  you  in 
either  of  your  Replies ;  fo  did  I  not  fee  you  dif- 
pofed  rather  to  cavil  at  trifles,  than  to  join  flue 
on  any  queftioh  of  importance,  I  might  rea- 
fonably  take  it  for  a  proof,  that  you  look  upon 
it  as  orthodox  and  moffenflve.  However  fince 
paffion  and  prejudice  have  fo  great  a  power  in 
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the  world ;  and  the  feeds  of  rage  may  be  already 
at  work  in  the  breafts  of  fome  readers  on  the 
bare  mention  of  fuch  a  propofition;  I  cannot  but 
think  it  prudent,  before  I  enter  on  any  explicati¬ 
on  of  it,  to  place  in  front  before  me  an  authority 
or  two  of  great  name ,  in  order  to  break  the  force 
of  the  ftorm,  which,  by  what  I  have  already  ex¬ 
perienced,  I  have  too  much  reafon  to  be  appre- 
henlive  of. 

The  firfl  authority  I  fhall  produce  is  otArch - 
hijhop  'Tillotfon -,  whole  words,  in  a  Sermon  on  this 
very  Subject,  are  as  follows. 

I  fall  only  fay  this  in  general-,  that  conf dering 
the  end  of  this  Infpiration ,  which  was  to  inform  the 
world  certainly  of  the  mind  and  will  of  God,  it  is 
neceffary  for  every  man  to  believe ,  that  the  infpired 
Penmen  of  Scripture  were  Jo  far  ajjifled  as  was 
necejjary  to  this  end:  and  he  that  thinks  upon  good 
grounds ,  that  this  end  cannot  be  fecured,  unlefs  every 
word  and  fy liable  were  immediately  dictated,  he  hath 
reajon  to  believe  it  was  fo :  but  if  any  man  upon  good 
grounds  thinks  the  end  of  writing  the  Scripture  may 
be  Jujfciently  fecured  without  that ,  he  hath  no  rea- 
fon  to  conclude ,  that  God,  who  is  not  wanting  in 
what  is  necejfary,  is  guilty  of  doing  what  is  fuper - 
fluous.  And  if  any  Man  is  of  opinion,  that  Mofes 
might  write  the  Hifory  of  thoje  actions ,  which  he 
himfelf  did  or  was  prefent  at,  without  an  immediate 
Revelation  of  them-,  or  that  Solomon,  by  his  natural 
and  acquiredJVifiom,  might  fpeak  thoje  wife  Jayings , 
which  are  in  his  Proverbs  -,  or  the  Evangel ijl$ 
might  write  what  they  heard  and  Jaw,  or  what 
they  had  good  ajjurance  of  from  others as  St,  Luke 
2  tells 
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tells  he  did  ;  or  that  St.  Paul  might  write  for  his 
Cloak  and  Parchments  at  Troas,  and  falute  by 
name  his  friends  and  brethren ;  or  that  he  might 
advife  Timothy  to  drink  a  little  wine ,  & q.  with¬ 
out  the  immediate  dictate  of  the  Spirit  of  God,  he 
feems  to  have  reafon  on  his fide .  For  that  meji  may 
without  an  immediate  Revelation  write  thofe  things , 
which  they  think  without  a  Revelation  feems  very 
plain.  And  that  they  did  Jo,  there  is  this  proba¬ 
ble  argument  for  it,  becaufe  we  find  the  Evange- 
hfts  in  relating  the  difcourjes  of  Chrifi,  are  very 
far  from  agreeing  in  the  particular  exprefims 
and  words,  though  they  do  agree  in  the  Jub- 
Jlance  of  the  Dijcourfes :  but  if  the  words  had 
been  dictated  by  the  Spirit  of  God,  they  muft  have 
agreed  in  them.  For  when  St.  Luke  differs  from 
St.  Matthew,  in  relating  what  our  Saviour J aid, 
it  is  impoffible ,  that  they  Jhould  both  relate  it 
right,  as  to  the  very  words  a?id  forms  of  expref 
fion ',  but  they  both  relate  the  fubfiance  of  what 
he  Jaid,  &c.  1 

Now  if  we  reflect  on  the  difference  of  ft  He 
in  a  Sermon,  from  that  of  a  debate  in  a  Con- 
troverfy  of  Learning ;  and  confider  the  referve 
proper  to  the  one,  and  the  freedom  neceflary  to 
the  others  we  (hall  find  that  I  have  affirmed 
nothing  more  in  effedt,  than  what  this  great 
Man  had  delivered  from  the  Pulpit.  He  tells 
us,  we  fee,  that  thofe  who  do  not  believe  Mofes 
to  have  been  universally  infpired  in  writing  his 
Books,  feem  to  have  Reafon  on  their  fide-,  and  fug- 
gefts  fome  probable  arguments  to  prove^ 
1  Tillotfon^  Works,  Vol.  III.  p.  449, 

that 
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that  the  Evangeli/ls  in  compofing  theirs  had  no 
Revelation  at  all. 

To  the  authority  of  the  Archbijhop ,  I  fhal! 
add  that  of  Grotius ;  whofe  words  are :  I  have 
truly  jaid,  that  all  the  Books  in  the  Hebrew  Ca¬ 
non  were  not  di  51 ate d  by  the  HolyGhoJl:  that  they 
were  written  with  a  pious  affeBiou  of  mind,  I  do 
not  deny :  and  this  is  who.  ‘  the  Great  Synagogue  de¬ 
termined,  to  whofe  judgment  the  Hebrews  in  this, 
matter  fund.  But  there  was  no  occafion  for  hijlo- 
ries  to  be  dictated  by  the  Holy  Spirit :  *twas  enough 
for  the  W riter  to  have  a  good  memory  as  to  the  things 
related,  or  dihge?ice  in  copying  the  old  Records . 
Befdes,  the  word.  Holy  Ghofl ,  is  ambiguous ;  for 
it  either  fgnifies,  as  I  have  taken  it,  a  Divine  In* 
fpiration,  fuch  as  the  ordinary  Prophets  had,  as 
alfo  David  and  Daniel  fome  times  \  or  it  fgnifies  <z 
pious  motion  or  impulfe  to  deliver  fome  falutary 
precepts  of  life,  or  things  political  and  civil,  in 
which  fenfie  Maimonides  takes  it,  where  he  treats 
of  Writings  either  hiforical  or  moral  If  Luke 
had  written  his  Books  by  the  delates  of  Divine 
Infpir  at  ion,  he  would  have  chofen  rather  to  efta- 
bhjh  his  Authority  on  that,  than  on  the  faith  of 
the  witnefies  he  followed.  So  in  writing  the  Alls, 
which  he  had  Jeen  done  by  Paul,  he  had  no  need  of 
any  Injpiration.  Why  then  do  we  receive  Lukes 
Books  as  Canonical?  bee aufe  the  Primitive  Church 
judged  them  tq  be pioufy  and  faithfully  written ,  and 
concerning  things  of  the greatefl  moment  toSahationK 

Under  the  fhelter  of  thefe  great  names,  of 
the  moft  rational  Preacher,  and°  the  moji  rational 

1  Grot.  Vo  turn  pro  paee.  Artie,  de  Canonicis  Scrioturis,  Op, 
T  4-  P-  67 z»  K  4  Sx* 
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'Expojitor  of  Scripture ,  that  any  Chrifiian  age 
has  produced,  I  may  venture  to  open  my  own 
opinion  the  more  Freely ;  fo  far  at  leaft,  as  to 
fhew  the  grounds  on  which  ’tis  built*  which  is  all 
I  think  neceflary  at  prefent,  referving  the  fuller 
difcuflionofitto  an  opportunity  of  more  leifure. 

Now  in  fearching  the  Scriptures ,  to  difcover 
the  real  ftate  of  this  queftion,  I  found  it  to 
no  purpofe  to  lay  much  ftrefs  on  thofe  texts, 
that  are  ufually  alledged  on  the  occafion ;  fince 
by  admitting  a  latitude  and  variety  of  interpre¬ 
tation  they  furnifh  nothing  decifive,  but  leave 
room  ftill  for  frefh  and  endlefs  fquabbles :  my 
bufinefs  was  to  confider  chiefly  the  matters  of 
faff  delivered  there ;  the  fureft  foundation  to 
build  any  perfuafion  upon ;  and  to  attend  to 
the  plain  fenfe  and  language  of  tfxfe  faffs,  when 
ftript  of  the  glofles  and  forced  interpretations 
which  Commentators  would  fatten  on  them  in 
favour  of  their  fyjlems  and  prejudices . 

For  inftance,  as  foon  as  the  Children  of  Ifrael 
had  made  their  retreat  from  e^/Egypt,  and  got 
any  time  to  repofe  themfelves  in  the  wilder- 
nefs  j  we  find  Mofes  employing  himfelf  front 
morning  to  night  in  judging  the  people,  by  hearing 
and  deciding  all  caufes  of  dijpute  among  them  : 
this  fethro  his  Father-in-law  obferving,  and  re¬ 
flecting  on  the  fatigue  and  trouble  it  occafioned 
both  to  Mofes  and  the  people,  took  the  liberty 
to  reprefent  to  him  the  inconveniences  of  this  me¬ 
thod,  and  to  convince  him,  that  it  was  quite 
wrong,  and  what  mutt  of  courfe  tire  out  both 
himielf  and  the  multitude.  He  advifed  him 
therefore  for  his  own  eafe,  as  well  as  the  pub- 

4  lick 
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lick  good,  to  chufe  out  a  number  of  able  and 
honeft  men,  to  be  fet  over  the  people  as  their 
Judges  or  Rulers  in  all  ordinary  cafes  ;  in  a  proper 
fubordination  to  each  other  according  to  their 
feveral  abilities;  Rulers  over  thousands,  over  hun¬ 
dreds,  over  fifties,  over  tens  \  referving  to  himfelf 
the  cognizance  only  of  greater  caufes:  That  he 
might  not  be  drawn  off  from  the  more  impor¬ 
tant  part  of  his  duty,  his  attendance  upon  God, 
and  the  care  of  his  Religion .  Upon  which,  Mo¬ 
fes ,  as  we  read,  hearkened  to  the  voice  of  his 
Father-in-law ,  and  did  alt  that  he  had  f aid1 . 
And  from  what  is  related  afterwards  of  the  fame 
fad;,  we  learn,  that  Mofes  had  the  folemn  confent 
and  approbation  of  the  people,  before  he  put  it  in 
execution  2.Jofephus ,  in  his  account  of  this  ftory, 
takes  occafon  very  juftly  to  praife  the  modejly 
and  ingenuity  of  Mofes,  in  not  aJTuming  to  himfelf 
the  credit  of  an  invention  Jo  ufeful,  but  frankly 
afcribing  all  the  glory  of  it  to  its  true  Author  3. 

Now  the  inference  I  draw  from  this,  is, 
that  it  appears  very  clearly  from  this  plain  faff, 
that  Mofes  in  the  cafe  of  an  Infiitution  of  great 
importance  to  the  whole  body  of  his  people,  and  to 
the  good  order  and  government  of  the  Community, 
had  not  the  affiftance  of  any  divine  Infpiration , 
but  derived  the  whole  thought  and  defigm  of 
it,  from  the  advice  and  counfel  of  a  wile  and 
prudent  man,  of  whom  all  that  we  know  is, 
that  he  was  Prieft  of  Midian.  If  then  there 
was  no  Infpiration  in  the  thing  itfelf,  there 
could  be  no  occafion  for  any  in  the  narration 
of  it ;  and  confequently  Mofes  was  not  confiantly 

x  JExod.  xviii.  24.  *  Deut.  i.  13.  3  Antiq.  I  3.  c.  4. 
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and  uniformly  infpired  by  God ,  either  in  what 
he  inftituted,  or  what  he  has  related. 

As  to  what  Bifhop  Tillotfon  has  fuggefted  in 
the  other  cafe  of  the  Evangelifis 3  and  Grotius 
more  particularly  in  that  of  St.  Luke  3  ’tis  cer¬ 
tain,  that  there  is  in  the  fever al  Gofpels  fuch  a 
difagreeme?it  a?id  variation  in  the  accounts  of  the 
fame  faffsy  as  cannot  by  any  wit  of  man  be 
cleared  from  the  charge  of  Inconftjlency.  As  in 
the  Genealogy  of  Chrijl 1  $  in  the  account  of  the 
womaji  who  poured  a  box  of  ointment 2 3  of  two 
men  pojfeffed  with  Devils  3  3  of  two  blind  by  the 
way  fide  4  •  of  the  Thieves  on  the  Crofs  5 3  of  the 
time  and  hour  of  our  Saviour  s  crucifixion  6  3  of  the 
ctrcumfiancesof  what pajfed at  his  Sepulchre  7,  See. 

The  Commentators ,  I  know,  have  with  fruitlefs 
pains  (trained  hard  to  reconcile  thefe  differences 3 
and  work  them  all  up  into  one  uniform  and  confid¬ 
ent  narration :  but  it  had  been,  in  my  opinion,  of 
more  fervice  to  Religion ,  had  they  been  content 
tather  to  acknowledge  fairly,  what  cannot  be 
denied  honeftly,  than  labour  as  they  do  to  fup- 
port  notions  in  oppofition  to  things  3  fyfiems  in 
contradiction  to  faffs.  For  all  thefe  variations, 
as  they  affeCt  only  the  circumfiances>  and  not 
the  reality  of  the  faffs  themf elves  3  fo  they  are 
fo  far  from  hurting  the  caufe  of  Chrifiianity ,  or 
carting  any  blemijh  on  the  veracity  of  the  Eva?i- 
gelifis ,  that  they  the  more  effectually  confirm  it. 

?  Mat.  j.  1.  Luke  iii.  34.  1  Matth.  xxvi.  6.  Mar.  xiv.  3. 

Lukevii.  38.  John  xii.  1.  3  Matth.  viii.  28.  Luke  viii.  26. 

*  Matth.  xx.  30.  Mar.  x.  46.  Luke  xviii.  35.  5  Matth. 

xxvii.  44.  Mar.  xv.  32.  Luke  xxiii.  39.  6  Mar.  xv.  25. 

johnxix.  14.  7  Matth.  xxviii.  2.  Luke  xxiv.  4.  John  xx.  11. 

This 
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his  very  thing,  fays  T’heophyladl,  gives  the flron^ 
ger  proof  of  their  integrity,  that  they  have  not 
agreed  in  all  points :  for  otherwife  they  might  be 
fufpeBed  to  have  written  by  compact l. 

Mark  is  obferved  by  all  Expofitors  to  tread 
fo  clofely  on  the  fepsof  Matthew,  and  to  agree 
Jo  minutely  with  him  in  the  circumftances  and 
even  words  of  many  of  his  narrations  \  that 
fome  believe  him  to  have  had  the  uje  of  Mat¬ 
thew’s  Gofpel  towards  the  forming  his  own :  and 
what  does  Religion  gain  by  the  bargain  ?  What 
fruit  does  it  reap  from  t\\\$  great  harmony  ?  Why, 
to  find  Market  authority  diminifhing  in  propor¬ 
tion  to  his  exadl  agreement  with  Matthew,  and 
the  charadter  of  an  Evangelifl  dwindling  into 
that  of  a  iLranfcriber ;  which  the  Criticks  ge¬ 
nerally  impute  to  him  2.  The  cafe  would  be 
ftill  worfe,  were  the  fame  minute  agreement  ob¬ 
ferved  in  the  other  Gofpels ;  and  the  ftrong  foun¬ 
dation  of  a  Quadruple  T^efiimony  would  by  that 
means  be  reduced  to  the  queftionable  credit  of 
a  fingle  Evidence  fo  that  as  Dr.  Hammond  has 
judicioufly  remarked ;  theje  variations  in  the 
Evangelifs  were  necefary  to  make  their  tefi mo¬ 
nies  fever al,  and  fo  to  give  them  the  greater  au¬ 
thority  by  the  number  of'  them  3.  But 


1  Ai’  oivro  yocp  tbto  fhciX^ov  on  fju >j  xxroo  kxvtx 

vyarxv,  &c.  Theophyl.  Procem.  ia  Matt. 

*  Marcus  pediflequus  &  bre viator  ejus  videtur,  Augujl .  de 
Conf  Evan.  1.  i.  p.  3. 

Marci  Evangelium  ejus,  quod  a  Matthteo  proditum  eft,  videri 
poteft  Epitome.  Erajm.  in  Luc.  i.  1. 

Marcus  autem  Greece  compendium  magis  hiftorias,  quam  hi- 
ftoriam  fcripferat.  Grot.  Ibid. 

Ufum  efle  Marcum  Matthaei  Evangelio,  apertum  facit  collatio. 
Grot,  in  Mar.  i. 

^  fymmQnd's  Prsef.  to  Aimotat.  op  Tit.  Gofpel,  p.  4. 
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But  tho’  thefe  little  inconfiflencie.s  in  the  Go- 
fpels  cannot  be  of  any  differvice,  but  of  real 
ufe  to  Religion ;  yet  they  effectually  confute 
the  common  notion  and  hypothecs ,  that  the  E- 
vangelifts  in  compofing  them  were  under  the 
perpetual  influence  of  a  Divine y  unerring  Spirit. 
For  as  Bifhop  Tiltotfon  reafons  above,  if  they 
had  been  absolutely  infpiredy  they  muft  neceffa- 
rily  have  agreed  as  absolutely  in  their  feveral 
Stories :  but  Jince  they  are  very  far  from  agree¬ 
ing  in  their  accounts  of  what  our  Saviour  faid  , 
’tis  impoffible  that  they  Jhoitld  all  be  infpired ,  as 
*tis  impoffible,  that  they  Jhould  all  be  in  the  right. 
This  conclufion  is  clear  and  evident  to  every 
man’s  fenfe  and  reafon ;  as  certain,  as  the  fadts, 
*tis  grounded  on,  are  certain  :  allow  but  the  fadts, 
and  you  of  courfe  eftablifh  this  confequence. 
And  in  truth,  whatever  any  Divines  think  fit 
to  impute  to  the  Evangelifls ,  the  Evangelifls 
thejnfelves  are  fo  far  from  pretending  to  this  pri¬ 
vilege,  of  univerfal  Infpiration  or  abfolute  In¬ 
fallibility \  that  they  in  effeff  difclaim  it  ;  and 
put  their  whole  credit  on  a  foundation  meerly 
human,  and  common  to  all  other  Writers  \ 
viz.  their  capacity  or  ability  to  know  the  truth 
of  what  they  deliver ,  and  their  integrity  in  deli¬ 
vering  it  to  the  befl  of  their  knowledge  1 . 

St.  Paul ,  we  know,  declares  himfelf  on  fe¬ 
veral  occafions  deflitute  of  divine  Infpiration. 
In  the  Epiflle  to  the  Galatians ,  I  fpeak ,  fays  he, 
after  the  manner  of  men  \  Where  ferorn  ob- 

1  Luke  i.  I,  2.  Jo.  xix.  35.  it.  xxi.  24.  it.  1  Ep.  Jo.  i.  t,  z,  3. 

I  Gal.  iii.  15. 

ferves. 
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ferves,  that  he  makes  good  what  he  fays ,  and  by  his 
low  and  vulgar  re afoning,  and  the  improper  appli¬ 
cation  of  certain  words,  might  have  given  offence  to 
prudent  men,  had  not  he  prefaced ,  as  he  does,  by 
difavowing  all  pretence  to  Divine  Infpiration  3. 

Many  faAs  and  paffages  might  be  produced 
from  the  Old  a?id  New  Tejlament ,  to  mew,  that 
the  Sacred  Writers  could  not  be  univerfally  in - 
fpired :  but  I  have  faid  enough  to  declare  my 
own  opinion ,  as  well  as  to  give  a  ffiort  view  of  the 
grounds  on  which  ’tis  built,  which  I  fhall  always 
be  ready  to  explain  more  at  large,  if  ever  I  am 
challenged  to  it  by  any  Writer  worth  my  notice, 

I  have  now  gone  thro’  all,  that  I  found  ne- 
ceflary  to  remark  on  your  fecond  Reply .  What 
I  have  omitted  to  take  notice  of,  was  not  for 
want  of  a  proper  anfwer,  but  that  I  thought 
it  either  too  trifling  to  deferve  any  ;  or  that  it 
had  been  fufficiently  anfwered  before.  And 
after  all  this  fquabbling,  the  ftate  of  the  ques¬ 
tions  affirmed  by  me  in  the  Difpute  ftands  thus; 

1.  That  the  Jews  borrowed fome  of  their  Cere¬ 
monies  and  Cujloms  from  ^Egypt. 

2.  That  the  Egyptians  were  in  pojfejfon  of 
Arts  and  Learning  in  Mofes’i  time . 

3.  That  the  Primitive  Writers ,  in  order  to 
vindicate  Scripture ,  thought  it  neceffary  in 
fome  cafes  to  recurr  to  Allegory . 

4.  That  the  Scriptures  are  not  of  abfolute 
and  univerfal  Infpiration . 

*  Unde  manifeftum  eft-,  id  fecifte  Apoftolum,  quod  promiflt : 
nec  reconditis  ad  Galatas  uium  efie  ienfibua,  fed  quotidianis  Sc 
vilibus,  &  quae  poffent,  niii  praemififfet,  fecundum  hminem  dito , 
prudentibus  difplicere.  Hier,  Comrm  in  Gal.  3.  Op.  T.  4. 
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Thefe  are  the  chief  if  not  the  only  faffs,  that 
I  have  in  any  manner  declared  for  in  my  Two 
Pieces  :  and  after  all  that  has  been  faid,  I  do 
not  find  the  leaft  reafon  to  change  my  opi¬ 
nion  in  any  of  them  :  they  all  ftand  in  the  end 
of  the  Controverfy,  as  firm  as  they  did  in  the 
beginning;  as  every  reader  will  obferve:  and 
what  greater  proof  can  be  given  of  the  imper¬ 
tinence  of  Two  Replies ,  than  that  they  have  left 
the  principal  Faffs  in  difpute  in  the  fame  ft  ate 
as  they  found  them  ?  If  therefore,  Sir,  you 
ever  attempt  a  third ,  it  will  be  expedted,  that  you 
exprefly  and  dire&ly  attack  thefe  very  Faffs,  or  elfe 
your  attempt  will  be  nothing  at  all  to  thepurpofe. 

I  muft  obferve  like  wife,  that,  after  all  this 
clamour  and  fenfelefs  charge  of  Infidelity ,  I  have 
fhewn  my  Sentiments  to  be  entirely  agreeable, 
to  what  the  zealous  and  learned  Advocates  of 
Chrifiia?iity  have  clearly  aflerted  in  all  ages,  as 
neceflary  to  a  ratiojial  defence  of  it .  If  Re¬ 
ligion  indeed  confifts  in  what  our  modern  Apo- 
logifis  feem  to  place  it,  the  depretiating  moral 
Duties ,  and  the  deprefiing  natural  Reafon  ;  if  the 
duty  of  it  be,  what  their  practice  feems  to  inti¬ 
mate,  to  hate ,  and  perfecute  for  a  different  way 
of  thinking  in  points,  where  the  beft  and  wifeft 
have  never  agreed ;  then  I  declare  myfelf  an  In¬ 
fidel,  and  to  have  no  (hare  of  that  Religion .  But 
if  to  live firiffly  and  think  freely,  to  pradtife  what 
is  moral,  and  to  believe  what  is  rational,  be  con- 
fiftent  with  the  fincere  profejffion  of  Chrifiianity ; 
then  I  {hall  always  acquit  myfelf  like  one  of 
its  truefi  Profejfors. 

FINIS . 
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SIR, 

1H  AV  E  read  over  y our  Reply ,  lately  publifhkh 
I  perceive,  you  are  much  difturbed  at  the  Free** 
dom  I  took  with  you,  in  That  Part  of  my 
Defenfe  which  concern’d  You  :  And  tho*  you 
have,  for  feveraf  Years  lafl  pah,  been  aching 
the  part  of  a  Cenfor ,  and  a  fevere  one  too  (if  we  con- 
hder  the  Intention ,  rather  than  the  Effeft)  upon  many 
great,  good,  and  learned  Men,  Antient  and  Modern; 
yet  when  it  comes  to  be  your  own  Cafe  to  be  ani¬ 
madverted  upon  ("however  juftly,  and  upon  a  necek 
fary  Occahon)  you  are  not  able  to  bear  it  with  due 
Temper  of  Mind.  I  am  very  unwilling  to  give  you 
any  farther  Difturbance:  And,  indeed,  were  your 
Reply  to  be  read  only  by  Men  of  Letters,  I  faould 
riot  have  a  Thought  of  returning  any  Anfwei*  to  it. 
But  (ince  the  Controverfy,  about  the  ever  Blefled 
Trinity,  is  now  fpread  among  all  Kinds  of  Readers® 
I  have  judged  it  neceffany*  in  fo  momentous  a  Caufe, 
to  take  fome  Notice  of  what  you  have  done,  for 
the  fake  of  fome  well-meaning  Men  who  might  other- 
wife  happen  to  be  impofed  upon  by  it. 

You  divide  your  Work  into  two  Parts,  Defenjive 
and  Ojfenfive:  The  Firfl ,  to.take  off  (To  far  as  you  are 
able)  what  I  had  Charged  you  with;  The  Second ,  to 
retort  the  Charge,  and  to  raife  Objections  from  Anti¬ 
quity,  chiefly,  againft  the  Catholick  Caufe,  which  I 
have  the  Honour  to  efpoufe. 

B  My 


My  j4njwer,  accordingly,  if  it  fhall  be  thought 
needful  to  carry  it  through,  mull  conlift  of  two  Parts : 
One  to  (flow  that  you  have  not  been  able  to  take 
off  what  I  had  charged  you  with  -y  the  Other  to 
make  it  appear  that  your  Objections  againft  Us  are 
flight  and  trivial,  not  capable  of  doing  our  Caufe 
Harm. 

! Tart  the  Firjl. 

Winch  is  to  Jhow  that  you  have  not  been  able  to  talg 
off  what  l  had  charged  upon  you. 

The  Charge  was  contained  under  Two  Heads, 
i.  General  Fallacies,  running  through  your  whole 
Book,  intituled  Difcjuifiiiones  Modcfta. 

z.  Particular  DefeCh,  viz..  Mifquotatiom,  Mifcon- 
flruCtions,  Mifrepre  fen  tat  ions, 

I  do  not  add  the  Epithets  of  grofsy  egregious ,  or 
the  like,  as  you  are  pleafed  to  do  (Reply,  p.  100.) 
becaufe,  if  I  can  prove  the  Fa&s,  the  Reader  may  be 
left  to  judge  how  grofs>  or  how  egregious  any  Aliff 
conflruttions,  A'l ifreprefentations,  &c.  are  :  and  becaufe 
thole  and  the  like  Epithets,  or  Decoratiom,  are  then 
only  ufeful,  when  a  Writer  lies  under  the  unhappy 
Neceflicy  of  endeavoring  to  make  up  in  Words ,  what 
He  wants  of  Proof.  But  to  come  dire&ly  to  the 
Matter  in  Hand,  f  mu  ft  begin  with  the  Charge  of 
general  Fallacies,  which  were  Three,  and  which  I  II13II 
take  in  their  Order. 

l.  The  fir  ft  General  Fallacy  charged  upon  you  *, 
was,  your  making  E (fence  and  Perfon  to  iignify  the 
fame.  One  individual ,  or  numerical  Elfence  you  every 
where  interpret  to  a  Sabellian  Senfe;  underftanding 
by  it  one  individual  Hypofldjisy  or  re  ill  Perfon.  In 

*  See  my  Defen fe,  p.  399. 
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your  Reply,  you  admit  (p.  5./  that  the  fame  numerical 
wtelleElual  Effence  is,  with  you,  equivalent  to  fame 
Perfon:  So  that  the  Fatl  charg’d  upon  you  Bands 
good,  by  your  own  Confeflion. 

Now  then,  let  us  fee  whether  you  have  dealt  fair¬ 
ly  and  juBly  with  Bifliop  Bull .  I  obferved  what 
Influence  This  one  Principle,  or  Poflulatum ,  of  your's 
mud  have  upon  the  State  of  the  Queflion ; 

and  indeed  upon  your  whole  Thread  of  Reafoning 
quite  through  your  Book.  For,  if  it  appears  that 
you  have  fet  our  upon  a  falfe  Ground,  you  mufl, 
of  Courfe,  blunder  all  the  Way ,  running  into  a 
perpetual  Ignoratio  Elenchi  (as  the  Schools  call  it)  that 
is,  difputing  befides  the  Qneftion:  which,  under  pre¬ 
tence  and  fhow  of  Confuting  Bifliop  Bull ,  is  really 
nothing  elfe  but  confuting  an  Imagination  of  your 
own.  The  Ouefiion ,  with  Bifhop  Bull ,  was,  whe¬ 
ther  the  Ante- Nicene  Fathers  believed  the  Son  to  be 
of  an  eternal ,  uncreated ,  and  Bri&ly  divine  Subfbnce. 
But,  with  you,  it  is,  whether  They  believed  Him 
to  be  the  fame  numerical  intelleElual  Effence  (that  is, 
as  you  interpret  it,  P  erf  on)  with  the  Father.  Thus 
you  have  changed  the  very  State  of  the  general 
QueBion,  and  mud,  of  Courfe,  argue  all  along  wide 
of  the  Point.  So,  when  you  come  to  particular  Au¬ 
thors,  you  Bill  purfue  the  fame  Mifhke  that  you 
began  with.  You  Bate  the  QueBion  relating  to  Bar¬ 
nabas  ( Difquif  Mbd .  p.  j.)  thus;  Whether  He  makes 
Father  and  Son  one  numerical  Effence  which  is  the 
l^me,  with  you,  as  to  ask,  whether  He  makes  them 
the  fame  Perfon .  The  QueBion  is  Bated  the  fame 
way,  in  refpe<5t  of  Herman  *,  Clemens  of  Rome  f, 
Juflin  Martyr  t,  and  Others.  With  this  kind  oi 
grave  Impertinence  you  go  on  confuting  Bifliop  Bulk 


*  Difquijit.  Mo  deft.  p.  9, 
f  Difquijit .  Mod.  p.  la,. 
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without  fo  much  as  attacking  Him  ,•  while  the 
main  weight  and  force  of  your  Reafonings  (when 
They  really  have  any)  falls  not  upon  any  Thing 
which  He  has  aflerted,  but  upon  quite  another  Thing 
which  you  have  been  pleas’d  to  invent  for  Him. 
It  is  now  Time  to  hear  what  you  have  to  fay  in 
Defenfe  of  this  peculiar  Piece  of  Management.  Your 
Excufes  for  it  are  reducible  to  Three  Heads,  lfl.  That 
you  did  not  know  what  Bifhop  Bull  meant,  idly,  That 
you  had  interpreted  numerical  Ejfence  as  all  the  Pre¬ 
sent  Orthodox  do,  whofe  Caufe  Bifhop  Bull  is  fup- 
pofed  to  have  efpouled.  3  dly,  That  numerical  Ejfence 
does,  and  muff  fignify  what  you  pretend,  and  no¬ 
thing  elfe.  Tho’  I  have  not  taken  your  own  Words, 
yet,  I  think,  I  have  here  given  your  full  Senfe; 
and  more  diftin&ly  and  clearly  than  you  have 
done.  I  am  next  to  examine  your  Excujes ,  one  by 
one. 

1.  You  did  not  know  what  Bifhop  Bull  meant,  or 
in  what  Senfe  He  maintain’d  the  ConJubJlantiality . 
So  you  pretend  in  your  Book  and  repeat  it  in 
your  Reply  f,  that  you  are  not  certain  whether  He 
('the  Bifhop,)  pleaded  for  a  Numerical,  or  Specifick 
'Unity  of  Ejfence ;  taking  it  for  granted  that  every 
Numerical  Unity,  is  fuch  as  you  have  deferib’d ; 
and  that  there  is  no  Medium  between  Numerical ,  in 
your  Senfe,  and  Specificky  that  is,  no  Medium  between 
Sahellianifm  and  Tritheifm.  This  indeed  is  the 
*#£0) rev  'vf/cuJW,  the  prime  Falfehood  which  you  fee 
out  with,  and  proceed  upon ;  and  which  makes  all 
your  Difcourfes  on  this  Head  confufed,  and  wide  of 
the  Point.  But  of  This  more  prefently.  As  to  Bi¬ 
fhop  Bull,  if  you  had  not  Sagacity  enough  to  per¬ 
ceive  what  He  meant,  you  might  however  eajily  and 
certainly  have  known,  that  He  did  not  mean  what 

¥  Modejl ,  DifquiJ  p.  31.  Prsf.  7  Reply,  p,  7. 
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you  are  pleas’d  to  put  upon  Him ;  becaufe  He  has 
plainly,  frequently,  and  conflantly  denied  numeric d 
ZJmtp  in  the  Senfe  of  perfonal  Identity.  His  Intent 
was  not  to  prove  that  the  Fathers  were  Sabellians  (as 
your  way  of  oppofing  Him  every  where  fuppofesj 
but  that  They  were  not  drians.  This  you  could 
not  but  know,  if  you  know  any  thing:  And  there¬ 
fore  the  method  and  way  which  you  pitch’d  upon, 
of  writing  againfl  his  Book,  was,  to  fay  the  lead 
of  it,  very  unfair  and  di  (ingenuous.  You  would 
have  your  Readers  believe  that  you  have  confuted 
the  Bifhop,  when  in  reality,  after  granting  you  all 
that  you  have  been  able  to  prove,  it  is  not  to  the 
purpofe,  is  no  Confutation  of  what  the  Bifhop  has 
afferted,  but  of  another  Propofition  which  the  Bifhop 
Himfelf  had  difowned,  as  much  as  you  can  do.  The 
Charge  therefore  of  mifiaking  the  Queftion  {lands 
good  againfl  you;  and,  what  is  more,  wilful  rniflak- 
ing,  fince  you  could  not  be  ignorant  that  Bifhop 
Bull  did  not  intend  to  affert  Numerical  Vnity  in  That 
Senfe  wherein  you  oppofe  it.  This  is  fufficient  for 
me  in  Defenfe  of  my  Charge .  But  for  the  clearer 
Apprehenfion  of  Bifhop  Bull's  meaning  in  relation  to 
this  Matter,  I  will  next  cite  you  fome  of  his  own 
Words. 

“  As  concerning  the  SpecifickfJrdty  of  Per  fens,  in 
the  BlefTed  Trinity,  fuch  as  is  the  Union  of  Sup- 
pofita ,  or  Perfons ,  among  Things  created  (for  In- 
<c  fiance,  of  Three  Men,  Peter,  Paul,  and  John, 
“  which  are  feparate  from  one  another,  and  do  not 
*s  any  way  depend  upon  each  other  as  to  their  Hf~ 
“  fence.J  This  the  Fathers  of  the  firfl  Ages  never 
“  dream’d  of.  They  acknowledged  a  very  different 
Union  of  the  divine  Perfons,  fuch  as^bere  is  no 
<c  Pattern  of,  no  Refemblance  perfectly  anfwering  to 
<£  it,  whereby  to  illuftrate  it,  among  created  Beings. 
They  explain  the  Matter  thus :  That  God  the 

Father 
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Father  is,  as  I  faid,  the  Head  and  Fountain  of 
«  Divinity,  from  whom  the  Son  and  Holy-Ghoft 
are  derived*  but  fo  derived  as  not  to  be  divided 
«  from  the  Father’s  Perfon,  but  They  are  in  the 
«■  Father,  and  fche  Father  in  Them,,  by  a  certain 
«c  or  Inhabitation ,  fo  called,  as  I  have 

«  fhown  at  large.  Defenf.  Fid.  Nic.  Se£h  4.  lib.  4.. 
m  Pttayiys  Himfelf  contends  that  from  This 
^  Inhabitation ,  a  numerical  Unity  may  be  in- 

«  ferr’d,  Petav.  1.  4.  c.  id.  It  is  certainly  manifeft 
that  this  Explication  can  no  way  con (i ft  with  the 
«c  ^Irian  Hypothecs :  And  it  is  alfo  manifeft  that  7h- 
theifm  is.  excluded,  by  it,,  and  the  Unity  of  the 
*c-  Godhead  made  confiftent  with  a  red  Diftin&iou 
<‘c  of  Perfons. 

Thus  far  Biftiop  Bull ,  in  his  Anfwer  to  Gilbert 
Clarke  *.  He  fpeaks  much  to  the  fame  purpofe  alfo 
in  his  Defenfe  of  the  Nicene  Faith  f.  ft  As  to.  Nu* 
^  mericd  Unity  of  Subftance  of  Father  and  Son. 
«c  (which  Huetius  fays  was  denied  by  Origen )  I  can 
make  it  evident  that  Origen  acknowledged  That 
**  Unity  as  far  as  any  of  the  earlier  Fathers,  and  even 
Athanajius  Himfelf  acknowledged  it :  That  is, 
Origen  believed  the  Father,  Son,  and  Holy-Ghoft,, 
ag  tho’  redly  Three  Perfons,  yet  to  have  no  divided 
^  or  feparate  Exiftence  (as  Three  Men  have}  but  to 
be  intimately  united  and  conjoyncd  one  with  ano-* 
<*.c  ther,  and  to  exift  in  each  other,  and  fas  I  may  fo 
fpeak)  to  pervade  and  permeate  one  another  by  an 
ineffable  which  the  Schoolmen  call 

^  Inhabitation  ?  From  which  Inhabit  at  ion,  Pet-avms  af* 
v  fbrts  that  a  numerical  Unity  muft  neceffarily  be 
<c  inferr’d. 

From  this  Account  of  Biftiop  MdL  it  is  evident 

*  Byll.  T,oflb.  CTorks,  p.  1004. 
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that  He  neither  admitted  Specific^  Unity,  nor  Nfrtito* 
rival  in  your  Senfe:  And  therefore  it  was  very  arti* 
ficial  of  you  to  fay  that  you  knew  not  which  of  the 
Two  He  intended,  as  if  He  muft  havp  meant  One* 
when  it  is  fo  plain  that  He  meant  Neither,  but  ut- 
terly  denied  Both.  He  did  indeed  affert,  as  you 
fee,  Numerical  Unity,  but  not  in  your  Senfe,  not 
in  the  Sabellian  Senfe  of  per  find  I  dent  it). 

The  Second  Excufi  you  make  for  your  imper* 
tinent  manner  of  oppohng  Bifhop  Bull  without  con¬ 
tradicting  Him,  is,  that  you  interpreted  Numerical 
Eflence  as  all  the  prefent  Orthodox  do,  whofe  Caufe 
Bifhop  Bull  is  fuppofed  to  efpoufe.  So  you  tell  us 
in  the  Preface  to  Modcfi  Difquijitiom  *,  that  you  dif* 
pute  againft  the  Confubftantialitj ,  in  no  other  than  the 
Numerical  Senfe ,  as  averted  by  all  the  Orthodox » 
Now,  fuppofing  it  were  certainly  true  fas  it  is  cer¬ 
tainly  faliej  that  all,  who  at  prefent  pafs  for  Orthodox^ 
underflood  Numerical  Effence  in  the  fame  Senfe  as  you 
oppofe  it  in ;  yet  would  it  not  be  fair  towards  Bi¬ 
fhop  Bully  to  put  That  Senfe  upon  Him  which  He 
fo  fully,  and  fo  conflantly  difowns  and  difclaims* 
All  that  you  fliould  have  done,  in  this  Cafe,  fhould 
have  been  to  have  obferv’d,  that  Bifhop  Bull's  Book 
is  nothing  to  the  purpofe  of  the  prefent  Orthodox , 
who  are  all  Sabellians ,  in  as  much  as  He  has  only 
fhown  that  the  Fathers  were  not  uirtansy  has  not 
proved  that  they  were  Sabellians *  And  you  might 
have  took  notice,  on  this  occafion,  how  weak  and 
inconfiflent  all  the  Orthodox  are,  in  receiving  and  ap^ 
plauding  Bifhop  Bull's  Book ,  a  Book  wrhich  has 
proved  nothing  which  can  ferve  their  purpofe;  a 
Book  which  is  fo  far  from  afferting  Sabelliamfm , 
that  h,  Orthodoxy  ('as  it  is  called)  that  it  rather  Bands 
in  direct  Oppofition  to  it.  Now  this  would  have 
been  the  fair  open  way,  as  well  towards  the  prefent 
*  Whitby.  Bifau.  Mod,  p.  32,  Prsef,  Reply,  p,  4, 
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Orthodox ,  as  towards  Bifhop  Bull .  Towards  th zLat* 
tery  becaufe  it  is  a  certain  Truth  that  He  has  by  no 
means  ferved  the  Caufe  of  Sahellianifm ,  or  of  Nu¬ 
merical  Unity,  in  your  Senfe:  Towards  the  Former , 
becaufe  it  might  have  given  Them  an  opportunity  of 
explaining  Themfelves  upon  this  Head ;  And  They 
might  take  their  Choice,  either  to  give  up  Bifhop 
Bull  and  all  the  Fathers  at  once,  or  elfe  ( which  is 
molt  likely )  declare  what  you  fay  of  them  to  be 
pure  Calumny  and  Defamation.  For  my  part,  I 
make  no  doubt  but  it  is  a  Slander  upon  them ;  and 
that  you  will  be  found  at  length  to  underftand 
as  little  of  the  Moderns ,  as  you  do  of  the  Antients . 
I  have  good  Reafon  for  what  I  fay,  from  one  parti¬ 
cular  Inftance  which  I  meet  with  in  your  Reply, 
p .  102.  I  am  there  reprefented,  as  having  departed 
jrom  the  general  received  DoPlrine  of  the  Church ,  from 
the  Fourth  Century  to  this  prefent  Age,  for  no  other 
reafon  but  for  faying,  I  mean  a  real  Perfon  and  m 
Mode .  Is  it  then  really  fo,  that  All  the  Ortho¬ 
doxy  from  the  fourth  Century  down  to  the  prefect, 
have  believed  a  Perfon  to  be  a  Mode ,  that  is,  in  plain 
Englijhy  a  Adanner ;  and  three*  Perfons  to  be  three 
Adanners?  Believe  it  that  can  :  I  have  a  much  bet¬ 
ter  Opinion,  nay,  certain  Knowledge  of  them.’  The 
Catholicity  indeed,  down  from  the  fourth  (I  may  fay 
from  the  firft)  Century,  have  believed  that  there 
is  no  Difparity  of  Nature,  no  Divifion  of  Subftance, 
no  Difference  in  any  Perfedion  between  Father  and 
Son;  but  that  They  are  equally  Wife,  equally 
Infinite,  equally  .Perfect  in  all  Refpe&s;  differing 
only  in  this,  that  one  is  a  Father,  and  the  other  a 
Son,  one  Vnhegotten,  and  the  ether  Begotten ,  as  a 
Third  is  proceeding:  And  thefe  three  different  Man¬ 
ners,  or  Modes ,  of  Exigence  difliriguifh  the  Perfons 
one  from  another,  perfectly  alike  and  equal  in  all 
©thee  refpe£b«  The  Phrale  therefore  of  Modes  of 
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Exifiing,  was  not  defign’d  to  denote  the  Perfons  Them- 
felves ,  but  their  difiingmjhmg  Characters.  This  is  //7 
what  D r. South’s  Authorities  fufficiently  prove,  and  all  ' 
that  They  prove  ;  and,  I  prefume,  all  that  He  meant. 

For,  tho’  you  are  pleafed  to  quote  Him  again!!  Me, 

He  is  exprefly  for  Me,  where  He  utterly  denies  *  that 
the  Three  divine  Perfons  are  only  Three  Modes  of  the 
Deity.  However  that  be,  I  take  my  Accounts  of 
the  Antients  from  the  Antients  themfelves.  If  you 
can  find  any  one,  I  do  not  fay  of  the  fourth,  but  even 
of  the  fixth,  or  eighth  Century,  to  go  no  lower,  lay¬ 
ing  it  down  for  Catholick^Doclr ine  that  a  Perfon  is  a 
Mode ,  it  will  be  kind  to  oblige  us  with  the  Difco- 
very.  As  to  the  Antients ,  I  will  be  bound  to  an- 
fwer  for  Them,  that  what  you  fay  of  them  from 
the  fourth  Century,  is  pure  Invention  and  Romance : 

And  as  to  Moderns ,  I  am  very  Inclinable  to  hope,  I 
make  no  Scruple  to  believe,  that  you  have  mifreported 
Them  as  much  as  you  have  done  the  other. 

5.  Your  third  and  laffc  Excufe  is,  that  Numerical 
EJfence  does  and  muft  fignify  what  you  pretend,  and 
nothing  elfe :  And  therefore  it  was  right  to  fix  it 
upon  Bifhop  Bally  who  muft  be  fuppofed  to  maintain 
Numerical  Unity.  This  is  your  meaning  (Reply,  P.4J 
tho*  you  feldom  take  care  to  exprefs  your  felf  clear¬ 
ly  and  diftin&ly.  To  this  I  anfwer  firfl,  that  ad¬ 
mitting  that  your  Senfe  of  Numerical  Vnity,  is  the 
only  true  and  proper  Senfe  of  it :  Yet  does  it  not 
follow,  that  you  have  any  right  to  fix  your  Senfe 
upon  Bifhop  Bull  in  Contradiction  to  his  declared 
Sentiments.  If  any  Man  has  a  mind  to  ufe  Words 
in  an  improper  Senfe,  provided  He  gives  but  fuf- 
ficient  Notice  of  it,  He  fhouid  not  be  rigoroufly 
dealt  with  for  it,  or  have  a  Senfe  impofed  upon  Him 
which  He  utterly  difclaims.  A  fair  and  candid  Ad- 

*  South.  Animadv.  c.  8.  p.  1 90,  2<? i- 
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verfary,  in  fiich  a  Cafe,  fhould  make  Allowance  for 
Words ,  and  attend  to  the  Thing,  To  make  the  bed 
of  it,  it  is  very  unkind  and  unfair,  induflrioufly  to 
mi  flake  an  Author’s  meaning,  in  fuch  a  Cafe,  and  to 
go  about  to  confute  what  He  certainly  never  intended 
to  maintain;  nay,  what  He  is  known  to  have  denied 
and  declaimed.  But  to  come  a  little  clofer  to  the 
Point ;  How  do  you  prove,  after  all,  that  your’s  is 
the  only  proper  Senfe  of  Numerical*.  What  if  you 
Ihould  fail  here,  in  the  main  Point  of  all,  wherein 
your  great  Confidence  lies,  and  for  the  fake  of  which 
you  have  rais’d  all  this  Dufl  upon  Bifhop  Bull;  and 
thrown  Scandal  at  large  both  upon  Antients  and  Mo¬ 
derns?  It  is  very  certain,  that  Numerical ,  or  Indivi¬ 
dual  Unity  has  been,  and  is,  maintain’d  by  Catholic ks, 
and  Catholicks  that  abhorred  Sabellianifm.  Could  you 
prove  that  your  Senfe  of  Numerical  Effence  is  the  on¬ 
ly  proper  Senfe,  yet  you  can  never  prove  that  it  is 
the  only  Senfe  it  has  been  ufed  in :  So  that,  at  length, 
the  Difpute  about  it  would  be  nothing  more  than  a 
Difpute  about  Words.  x 

But  1  will  give  you  a  plain  Reafon  why  you 
can  never  prove  your  Senfe  of  the  Words  to  be 
the  only  p roper  Senfe  :  It  is  bccaufe  you  can  never 
fix  any  certain  Principle  of  Individuation .  It  is  for 
want  of  This,  that  you  can  never  affiire  me,  that 
three  real  Perfons,  may  not  be,  or  are  not,  one 
Numerical,  or  Individual  Subfiance.  In  fhort,  you 
know  not,  precifely,  what  it  is  that  makes  one  Being, 
or  one  E (fence,  or  one  Subftance.  Here  your  Meta - 
phyjicks  are  plainly  defective  ;  and  This  it  is  that  ren¬ 
ders  all  your  Speculations  upon  that  Head,  vain  and 
fryitlefs.  Tell  me  plainly,  is  the  divine  Subftance 
prefent  in  every  place,  in  Whole ,  or  in  Part  ?  Is  the 
Subftance  which  is  prefent  here  upon  Earth,  that  very 
Individual  Numerical  Subfiance  which  is  prefent  in 
Heaven,  or  is  it  not?  Your  anfwer  to  thefe  Qaeftfons 
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may  perhaps  fuggeft  fomc thing  to  you,  which  may 
help  you  out  of  your  Difficulties  relating  to  iheTrinity; 
or  elfe  the  Senfe  of  your  inability  to  anfwer  Either, 
may  teach  you  to  be  lefs  confident  in  Matters  fo 
much  above  you,  and  to  confefs  your  Ignorance  in 
Things  of  this  Nature,  as  I  freely  do  mine. 

You  tell  us  very  folemnly  (p.  4.^  repeating  it  fe¬ 
ver  al  Times,  that  the  fame  Numerical  EJfence  neither 
doth  nor  can  fignify  any  more  than  one  EJJence  in 
Number .  Which  is  only  telling  us,  that  the  fame 
Numerical  EJfence  is  the  fame  Numerical  EJfence ,  Aye 
that  it  is:  And  who  doubts  it?  Or  who  is  the  wiler 
for  thefe  weighty  Difcoveries  ?  How  fhall  I  ever 
know,  from  thence,  that  three  real  Perfons  may  not 
be,  or  are  not  one  Numerical  Subfiance,  one  Being, 
one  God?  You  will  fuppofe,  without  doubt,  that  one 
Intellectual  EJfence>  or  one  Perfin ,  are  equivalent  and 
reciprocal.  And  I,  on  the  other  hand,  will  fuppofe  the 
contrary,  and  then  we  are  jufi  as  we  began.  You 
have  not  proved,  nor  ever  can  prove  that  three  real 
Perfons  may  not  be  properly  called  one  numerical  Sub¬ 
fiance.  If  you  have  all  along  gone  upon  the  Sup- 
pofition  that  They  cannot,  you  have  fiiown  that  you 
can  miftake,  that  you  can  beg  the  Quefiion,  that 
you  can  wander  from  the  Point  in  Hand,  can  trifle 
much  and  prove  little,  and  That  is  all. 

The  Sum  then  of  what  I  have  pleaded  to  make 
good  my  Charge  of  the  firft  general  Fallacy ,  is,  that 
you  have  fet  out  wrong,  miftook  the  very  Point  in 
Quefiion,  purfued  your  Mifiake  all  along,  and  fol¬ 
lowed  your  own  Wandrings,  infiead  of  oppofing 
Bifhop  Bull:  That  you  have  no  excuje  for  under- 
fianding  numerical  Effence  as  you  do,  either  from 
Bifhop  Bulls  Book,  who  never  fo  underftands  it, 
or  from  the  Catholic!^  Senfe  of  it,  Antient  or  Mo¬ 
dern,  which  is  different  from  your’s,  or  from  the 
Propriety  of  the  Phrsfe  it  felf,  which  may,  for  any 
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thing  you  know,  admit  of  another  Senfe,  and  which 
you  have  no  way  of  confuting  but  by  begging  the 
Queftion;  which  is  not  confuting,  but  rather  tacitely 
acknowledging  that  it  is  not  capable  of  any  Confu¬ 
tation.  So  much  for  the  firft  Article :  Only  here  I 
rauft  be  fo  juft  to  you  as  to  obferve,  that  you  do 
not  always  wander  from  the  Point  in  Queftion.  You 
do  fometimes,  indeed  often,  attempt  to  prove  that 
the  Ante-Nicene  Fathers  were  of  Thofe  Principles 
which  were  afterwards  called  Arian.  So  far  is  per¬ 
tinent,  and  is  dire&ly  oppofing  Bifhop  Bull.  But 
then  I  mu  ft  obferve  farther,  that  left  you  fhould 
happen,  at  length,  to  fail  in  your  firft  point  of  prov¬ 
ing  the  Fathers  to  have  been  Arians ,  you  referve  the 
other  point  as  what  you  can  prove  and  can  never 
fail  of,  namely,  that  They  were  not  Sabellians :  And 
This  is  what  the  Refult  of  your  Arguments  gene¬ 
rally  comes  to,  after  you  have  carried  Them  on  as 
far  as  They  can  go.  The  firft  Point  is  what  you 
feem  moft  defirous  of  proving,  were  it  poftible  to 
do  k:  But  if  you  cannot  do  That,  you  are  content 
however  to  prove  the  Latter,  rather  than  feem  to 
have  done  nothing.  I  fhould  here  conclude  this 
Article,  but  that  two  or  three  incidental  Things 
fhould  be  taken  notice'  of,  which  muft  come  in  here, 
or  no  where.  I  had  obferved  *  feveral  Guards  which 
you  had  put  in,  in  the  general  State  of  the  Queftion, 
as  it  were  with  defign  to  fecure  a  handfom  Retreat. 
You  fay,  all  the  Ante~Nicene  Fathers;  when  the  moft, 
or  the  generality  might  be  fufficient.  I  had  reafon 

*  Defenfe,  p.  401.  The  general  JQueftion  is  thus  fiated. 

Whether  All  the  Ante-Nicene  Fathers  profefdd  the  very  fame  Do- 
Brine  -which  We  afcribe  to  the  Nicene  Council ;  that  is,  whether  all 
acknowledged  the  fame  Numerical  Effence  of  the  Father  to  have 
been  communicated  to  the  Son  and  Holy-Ghojl,  and  that  there¬ 
fore  Both  are  one  God  in  Number  with  the  Father.  Whitby. 
(Proem,  p.  2. 
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to  obferve  this,  becaufe  Bifhop  Bull,  had,  in  a  man¬ 
ner,  given  up  Lattantius :  Befides,  that  it  is  not 
neceffary  to  afTert  that  every  Writer  (fuppofe  Cle¬ 
mens  of  Rome ,  or  Barnabas)  has  faid  enough  in  a  fhort 
Epiflle,  from  whence  it  might  certainly  be  inferr’d 
that  their  Principles  were  the  fame  with  thofe  of  the 
N'tcene  Fathers .  It  is  fufficient  if  as  many  as  fpeak 
plainly  either  way,  are  on  our  Side;  and  that  none 
of  the  earlier  Writers  contradid  it,  but  are  in  the 
main  favourable  to  us,  and  probably ,  if  not  demon - 
flrably  ours.  Another  Guard  inferred  was,  which  we 
afcribe  to  the  Ntcene  Council,  in  dead  of,  which  was 
ajferted  by  the  Nicene  Council .  The  reafon  I  had  to 
take  notice  of  This,  is  apparent  from  what  hath  been 
faid.  Numerical  EiTence,  rather  than  fame  EJfence ,  was 
another  Guard:  And  what  ufe  you  make  ot  it  is  via¬ 
ble  enough.  That  this  EfTence,  the  fame  Numerical 
E {fence  (or  Perfon  as  you  underfland  it,)  was  comma  - 
nicated  to  two  other  Perfons,  is  what  you  demand 
to  have  proved:  And  you  have  fome  pretence  for 
Cavil  at  the  word  communicated .  This  I  obferved 
before  :  And  your  Reply  *  is,  that  what  I  call  a  Pre¬ 
tence  to  quarrel  at  the  Word  Communicated,  is  indeed 
Arguments  produced  againfi  it,  as  it  is  fated  by  the  Bi¬ 
fhop,  and  which  I  durfi  not  meddle  with  nor  pretend 
to  anjwer .  The  Reafon  of  my  not  anfwering  your 
Cavils  againfi  the  Expreffion,  was  becaufe  it  was 
foreign  to  my  purpofe,  and  becaufe  we  were  inquir¬ 
ing,  whether  Bifhop  JW/  had  truly  and  juflly  repre- 
fented  the  Antients ,  not  whether  His  Dodrine  ("the 
fame  with  the  antient  Doctrine)  is  liable  to  the  Charge 
of  Contradi&ion.  If  you  are  able  to  prove  any  thing 
of  that  kind  (as  you  are  not)  againfi  Bifhop  Bull , 
it  will  hold  equally  againfi  the  Antients ,  and  Him 
too;  and  is  of  diflinft  Confideration  from  the  Point 
which  we  are  now  upon.  However,  if  our  Readers 
f.  Reply*  h  E 
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will  pardon  a  fmall  Digreffion,  I  fhall  here  examine 
rhofe  weighty  Arguments,  which  before,  it  feems* 
I  durfi  not  meddle  7Mth. 

You  object  (Prafi  p.  21.)  that  the  Communica¬ 
tion  of  the  Father  s  Effence  tc  a  Perfon  is  inconceivable , 
becaufe  the  Perfon  mufl  be  JuppoJed  to  have  it ,  to  be  a 
Perfon.  This  is  nothing  but  Cavilling  at  a  popular 
way  of  Exprefifion.  In  flricfnefs  of  Speech,  the  Per- 
fon  of  the  Son  is  the  very  Thing  which  is  derived, 
communicated,  generated;  and  the  Father,  in  com¬ 
municating  his  Effence,  generates  the  Perfon  of  the 
Son. 

You  objefl:  farther;  That  if  the  fame  numerical 
Effcnce  of  the  Father  be  communicated,  then  it  is  the 
fame  numerical  E fence  in  Both,  only  exifimg  in  a  diffe¬ 
rent  Manner.  To  which  I  anfwer,  if  you  mean  by 
numerical  Effence ,  the  fame  numerical  Perfon ,  it  is  not 
communicated  at  all:  For  the  Perfon  of  the  Father 
only  communicates ,  the  Perfon  of  the  Son  is  commu¬ 
nicated  \  And  Thefe  two  Perfons,  or  Hypofiafes  con- 
ilitute  the  fame  numerical  Effence;  which  consequent¬ 
ly,  as  perfonalized  in  the  Son,  is  begotten ,  as  perfona¬ 
lized  in  the  Father,  unbegotten ,  that  is,  exifts  in  a 
different  Manner.  The  two  Perfons  exift  after  a 
different  Manner,  which  two  Perfons  conftitute  one 
numerical  Effence;  and  therefore  I  admit  that  the 
fame  numerical  Effence  does  exift  in  a  different  Mail* 
ncr,  in  the  two  Perfons. 

You  objeCt  alfo  that  the  Effence  of  the  Father  is 
unbegotten,  the  EJfence  of  the  Son  begotten ,  therefore  Both 
cannot  be  the  fame  EJfence.  That  Both  cannot  be  the 
fame  Hjpofiafis ,  or  Perfon ,  is  very  certain,  for  the 
reafon  which  you  give.  But  that  two  Hypofiafes , 
one  unbegotten,  the  other  begotten,  may  not  conffi- 
tute  one  Subffance,  or  Effence,  you  have  not  fhown. 
All  thefe  Objections  of  your’s  turn  only  upon  youx 

*  Fvaf  p.  2 1. 
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iniftaken  Senfe  of  numerical  Effenee,  and  amount  to 
no  more  than  a  Petitio  principii ;  while  you  take  for 
granted  the  Thing  in  Queftion,  that  there  cannot  be 
two  real  Perfons  in  one  Subflance*  or  Ejfence.  I  can 
tell  you  of  Some,  whofe  Judgment  you  much  rely 
on,  who  muff,  upon  their  Principles,  allow,  that  the 
fame  numerical  Subftance;  is  both  greater  and  lefs  than 
the  fame  numerical  Subftance;  is  remote  and  diftant 
from  the  fame  numerical  Subftance,  is  contained  in, 
and  contains  the  fame  numerical  Subfhnce  ( fee  my 
Defenfe  p.  299. )  They  mud  like  wife  admit  of  Being 
and  Being ,  in  the  fame  numerical  Being ;  Subfiance  and 
Subflance ,  in  the  fame  numerical  Subfhnce  :  as  alfo 
Being  and  Being*  where  they  cannot  fay  Beings*  in  the 
plural ;  Subftance  and  Subftance ,  where  they  cannot  fay 
Subfiances ;  Ejfence  and  E/fence*  where  they  cannot  fay 
EJfences.  (See  my  Defenfe*  p.  167,  i<58.)  Thefe 
Things,  perhaps,  may  appear  new  and  ftrange  to  you  $ 
But  if  you  pleafe  to  confider  them.  They  may  be 
lifeful  to  convince  you  of  your  fundamental  milhke 
in  confining  the  Phrafe  of  numerical  Subfiance  to  one 
particular  Senfe  of  your  own;  and  may  help  to  fa*, 
tisfy  you  that  there’s  nothing  abfurd  or  contradictory 
in  the  Suppofition,  that  one  and  the  fame  numerical 
Subfiance  may  be  both  begotten  and  unbegotten .  You 
may  alfo  pleafe  to  confider  that  tho*  the  Catholkk s 
(especially  after  They  came  to  exprefs  Themfelves 
accurately)  would  never,  or  very  feldom,  fay  vwo 
Subfiances ,  two  EJfences ,  two  Spirits ,  two  Lights*  two 
Wfdoms 9  or  two  Wills ,  any  more  than  two  Gods*  or 
two  Lords ;  yet  They  never  fcrupled  to  fay  Subftance 
of  Subftance*  Ejfence  of  Ejfence,  Spirit  of  Spirit ,  Light 
of  Light,  Wtjdom  of  JVtfdom *  Will  of  Will*  in  like  man¬ 
ner,  as  God  of  God .  All  which  is  to  intimate  that 
the  Union  is  not  Numerical *  in  the  Sabellian ,  that  is, 
in  your  Senfe:  And  yet  it  is  Numerical  in  another ; 
infemuch  that  you  cannot  here  /peak  of  Subfiances* 
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or  Ejfencesy  in  the  plural  as  you  may  of  Things  fpe - 
cifically  united,  and  no  more. 

You  objeCt  farther  *,  that  the  fame  Subfiance  can - 
not  be  fubordinate  to  none  in  the  Father ,  and  yet  fubor - 
d'mate  in  the  Son  or  Holy-Ghofi.  Yes,  it  may,  if  three 
Perfons  can  be  one  and  the  fame  Subfiancc>  becaufe 
thefe  Perfons  may  be  fubordinate  one  to  another.  Here, 
again,  you  fuppofe  that  three  Perfons  cannot  be  one 
Subftance.  And  now,  is  not  This  fhrewd  arguing, 
thus  perpetually  to  beg  the  Queftion  ?  You  have 
one  Turn  of  Wit  more,  and  it  is  againf  interior  Pro* 
cktttion,  which  you  pretend  is  fuch  a  folid  Argument 
as  I  had  the  JVit  to  leave  unanfwered>  (Reply  3  p.  6.) 
This  interior  Production,  you  fay  +,  is  either  the  Pro¬ 
duction  of  fomething  or  nothing.  Wonderful  folid  ! 
Well,  what  if  it  be  the  Production  of  fomething  ? 
For  undoubtedly  we  do  not  mean  it  of  a  Pro¬ 
duction  of  nothing,  that  is,  of  no  Production. 
Then  you  fay  it  muff  be  the  Production  of  fome¬ 
thing  new,  for  a  Production  is  always  of  fomething 
new.  Solid  again!  that  an  eternal  Production  muft 
be  a  Production  of  fomething  new.  But  you  can¬ 
not  conceive,  it  may  be,  how  any  Production  fhould 
be  eternal.  And  what  if  you  cannot  conceive  how 
any  thing  fhould  be  eternal?  i  expect  a  proof  of  you 
that  it  cannot  be.  Your  Suppofing  it  cannot,  will 
give  me  no  Satisfaction.  I  have  now  run  through 
your  little  Quirks  and  Subtilties  upon  this  Plead, 
which  yet  are  not  yours ,  but  as  old  almoft  as  the 
Controverfy  ;  defpifed  by  Men  of  Senfe  all- along, 
defpifed  even  by  your  felf,  thirty  Years  ago;  when, 
with  Honour  to  your  felf,  and  to  the  Satisfaction 
and  Benefit  of  others,  you  wrote  in  Defenfe  of  That 
Antient  Faith,  which  now  you  revile  and  blafpheme. 

*  Difquifit.  Mod .  p.  23*  Prxf. 

f  Dijfiifit.  Mod .  p.  23*  Prsef* 
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But  to  conclude  this  Article,  tho*  I  have,  in  Ci* 
vility  towards  you,  confidered  your  Arguments  drawn 
from  the  Nature  and  Reafon  of  the  Thing,  yet  I  mull: 
repeat  my  Obfervation,  that  we  may  have  nothing 
to  do^vith  them,  in  our  prefent  Enquiry  relating  to 
the  Antients ;  becaufe  if  They  *are  of  any  weighty 
They  are  as  much  againU  the  Faith  of  the  Antients 
Themfelves,  as  againft  Biffiop  Bull ,  who  acknow¬ 
ledges  no  other  Numerical  Unity  than  the  Antients 
acknowledged*  Having  made  good  my  firft  Charge 9 
I  proceed  to  a  Second. 

II.  A  fecond  general  Fallacy  was  your  arguing 
from  the  Expreffions  of  Arians  ('famous  for  diffem- 
bling  and  equivocating^  to  Thofe  of  the  Ante-Nkene 
Writers;  Men  of  a  very  different  Stamp  and  Cha¬ 
racter,  and  who  were  not  under  the  like  Temptation 
of  faying  one  Thing  and  meaning  another.  I  had  oh- 
ferved  that  you  had  recourfe  to  this  Salvo,  or  Fal~ 
lacy ,  in  order  to  elude  the  Force  of  fome  High  Ex - 
preffions,  fin  refpetf  of  the  Son’s  Divinity,)  which  you 
met  with  in  the  Ante-Nkene  Writers.  To  this  you 
reply,  (p.  9.) 

i.  That  it  is  not  fairly  fuggefled ,  that  you  do  This 
when  you  find  fome  Expreffions  run  pretty  high  and 
firong  for  the  Divinity  of  Chrift  ;  For ,  in  all  the 
Places  ref  err  d  to ,  there  is  no  ExpreJJion  of  that  Nature 
hut  in  the  lafi .  If  you  pleafe  to  look  back  to  your 
Proo&mium ,  fp.4,  5.)  you  will  there  find  that  you 
have  made  ufe  of  the  Fallacy  which  I  charge  you 
with,  as  a  general  Anfwer  to  invalidate  the  Force  of 
moft,  or  all  Biffiop  Bull's  Teftimonies*  You  obferve 
that  the  acknowledging  of  Chrift  to  be  God  of  God , 
or  God  before  the  Worlds  was  common  to  many  who 
were  utter  Enemies  to  the  Nicene  Faith.  You  go  on 
id  prove  This  farther  by  the  Author  of  the  Opus  Im* 
*  Se*  my  Defenfe,  f>.  405,  404* 
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perfettum>  which  Author  you  pronounce  an  briars. 

,  You  proceed  to  obferve  from  Bifhop  Bull  Himlelf, 
that  the  Brians  (crupled  not  any  of  the  Catholick 
Forms  of  Speech,  fave  only  the  Term  Confubjlantial, 
They  would  fay,  for  Inftance,  that  the  Son  was  be¬ 
gotten  out  of  the  Father  Htmfelf,  and  was  true  God ;  and 
They  reje&ed  with  Indignation  the  Charge  of  making 
the  Son  a  Creature.  Now,  what  could  be  your  mean¬ 
ing  in  thefe  Remarks,  but  to  infinuate  to  your  Rea¬ 
der,  that  let  Him  meet  with  ever  fo  High  ExpreJJiom 
of  the  Son's  Divinity  among  the  Hnte-Ntcene  Writers; 
yet  unlefs  They  have  the  very  word  Confubjlantial , 
They  might  poiTibly,  or  probably,  mean  no  more 
than  the  Hrians  did  after  by  the  fame  or  the  like 
E xpre (lions  <*  This  is  the  Fallacy  which  I  complain’d 
of,  and  which  you  often  occafionally  recur  to,  both 
in  your  Book  and  Prefaces,  to  weaken  the  Force  of 
Bilhop  Bull* s  Authorities.  Some  of  the  Places  where 
you  do  This,  I  referr’d  to  *,  in  my  Defenfe ,  which 
the  Reader  that  has  a  mind  to  it  may  turn  to ;  and 
I  do  not  yet  fee  that  I  have  fuggefied  any  thing  but 
what  is  both  fair  and  true. 

2.  A  fecond  Evafion  you  have  in  your  Reply , 
fp.  5.J  is  that  you  faid  fometimes  Brians  and  Semi- 
arians,  whereas  I  have  reprefented  you  as  if  you  had 
faid  Hnans  only.  I  do  not  fee  that  This  is  at  all 
Material.  If  either  Hrians  or  Seminarians  ufed  Ca¬ 
tholic!^  Expreffions  without  a  C^Wc/^Meaning,  They 
come  fo  far  under  the  fame  Predicament  of  dijfem - 
bling ,  and  equivocating:  And  that  Both  were  notori¬ 
ously  guilty  of  fo  doing,  is  clear  from  all  Hiftory 
of  thofe  Times.  The  Semi  arians  in  particular  were 
often  charged  with  it,  both  by  Cat  ho  licks  and  Hno- 
maans.  You  fay,  farther,  that  you  like  wife  join 
moflly  With  them  fome  of  the  Jinte-Nicene  Fathers. 
But  you  will  never  be  able  to  fhow  that  thofe  Ante- 

*  Fraf'  p,  4  29.  Bifqu.  Mod.  p.  8,9, 40- 90, 109, 1  1$7* 
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Nicene  Fathers  were  of  different  Principles  from  the 
Council  of  Nice  :  So  that  your  joining  Them  with 
the  others  was  either  foreign  to  the  Point,  or  fup- 
pofing  the  very  Thing  in  Queftion. 

3.  You  reply  thirdly  (p.  10.)  that  fure  it  mufl  be 
a  very  uncharitable  Cenfure  to  pronounce  of  near  a  Thou - 
fand  Bijbops  convened  at  Antioch,  Seieucia,  Sirmium, 
Ariminum  and  elfewhere ,  that  They  were  a  pacf  of 
Hypocrites,  and  equivocating  Knaves.  To  which  I 
make  anfwer,  firft,  that  I  know  not  how  you  will 
be  able  to  make  out  near  your  Number.  If  you  add 
the  Numbers  of  the  feveral  Councils,  you  may  pro¬ 
bably  reckon  many  of  the  fame  Men  twice  or  thrice 
over.  Neither  were  the  Men  that  made  up  thofe 
Councils ,  all  of  them  Brians.  There  were  but  8o 
of  the  whole  400  at  Ariminum ,  really  Arians .  So 
that  probably  320  were  impofed  upon  by  the  reft, 
and  the  Charge  of  equivocating  lies  upon  the  80  only. 
And  it  is  evident  not  only  from  Athanajius ,  but  alfo 
from  Sulpicius  Severus ,  and  St.  Jerom ,  and  indeed 
from  all  the  Hiftorians,  and  all  the  Accounts  we  have 
of  that  Council,  that  the  Arians  at  Ariminum  carried 
their  Point  by  Equivocation  and  Wile,  and  that  the  Ca- 
tholicks ,  mo  ft  of  them,  were  impofed  upon  by  double 
Entendres .  They  went  upon  thofe  charitable  Princi¬ 
ples  which  you  are  pleas’d  to  recommend.  They 
could  not  imagine  there  was  fo  much  latent  Infin- 
cerity  and  Guile,  under  fo  many  fine  Words  and  fair 
Pretences  from  Men  of  their  own  Order. 

2.  I  anfwer  fecondly,  that  there  may  be  fome  dif¬ 
ference  between  charging  Men  with  Equivocation , 
and  calling  Them  Knaves,  There  is  a  Reverend 
Doftor,  whom  I  fcruple  not  to  Charge  with  Equi¬ 
vocating,  He  fays,  in  a  Preface  ¥,  He  has  many 

*  Ur  verum  fatear,  trmlta  funt  quae  me  impediunt  quo  minu* 
a  fententia  de  Vera  Chrifii  Deitate  recederem,  id  folum  con- 
tend©  &c.  Whitby.  Difqu.  Mod.  pt  3,  Prsef. 
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Things  which  hinder  Him  from  receding  from  the 
Belief  of  ChrifPs  true  Divinity:  And  it  is  well  known 
what  He  once  meant  by  Chrift’s  true  Divinity ,  when 
He  wrote  a  Trail  *  with  that  Title,  in  Defenfe  of  it. 
Who  would  not  charitably  believe,  from  hence,  that  He 
Bill  retain’d  the  fame  Faith,  in  the  fame  true  Divinity  ? 
But  fee  what  He  means  by  Chrift’s  true  Divinity 
(Dijqu.  Mod .  p.2  5-t)  where  He  commends  Juftin 
Martyr  for  maintaining  ChrifFs  true  Divinity ,  making 
This  an  Argument  of  it,  that  Juftin' s  Sentiments 
were  clearly  oppodte  to  the  Doftrine  of  the  Nicene 
Council .  Hence  it  is  manifeft,  that  the  Do<5for  equi¬ 
vocates  in  the  Phrafe  true  Divinity .  The  Fall  I  main¬ 
tain  ,*  but  if  from  thence  you’l  infer  that  He  is  an 
equivocating  Knave,  remember  that  the  Inference  is 
your’s,  and  not  mine. 

4.  You  reply  fourthly,  as  from  Soz,omen ,  that  when 
the  Arians  firft  appeared ,  many  Bi  ill  ops,  a  confederable 
Number  of  the  Clergy ,  and  no  fmall  Part  of  the  People — 
—  favoured  his  Party ;  and  that  two  Synods  convened  at 
Bithynia,  and  Paleftine,  wrote  to  their  Brethren  to  com¬ 
municate  with  thofe  Arians,  as  being  Orthodox.  And 
here  you  ask,  were  all  thofe  Holy  Men  and  able  Judges , 
thofe  Synods,  Bifhops,  Clerks,  and  Laity ,  a  paclf  of 
Hypocritical  Diffemblers ,  and  equivocating  Knaves  ? 
No;  I  charitably  believe  otherwife.  The  Synods, 
Jlijbops,  Clerks ,  and  Laity,  who  received  the  Arians 
as  Orthodox ,  were  not,  probably,  the  equivocating 
Knaves  fas  you  chufe  to  exprefs  it)  but  the  Arians: 
who  by  fair  Words,  and  artful  Confejftons ,  appeared 

*  Whitby,  de  vera  Chrifti  Deifate:  TraBsitus>  Ann- 1691. 

f  Magnam  admirationem  mihi  injecit  iniqua  eorum  fententia, 
qui  Juftimim  M.  Chriftianse  Fidei  Simplicitatem,  in  Do&rina  de 
Chrifti  pne-exiftentia,  Veraque  Deitate,  adulterate  fufpicati  funt; 
quo  Patrum  Nemo,  (leg ,Neminem)  meo  quidem  judicio,  vel  plurn 
vel  clariora  adverfus  Synodi  Nicsense  placita  docuifTe,  facile  eft 
peir.onftrare.  Whitby.  Difeu.  Mod.  p»  2 p 
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to  be  what  They  were  not,  and  fo  were  received  as 
Orthodox.  You  will  remember  that  the  Principal  of 
thofe  Holy  Men ,  and  able  Judges,  that  promoted 
Arms  Intereft  in  the  Synod  of  Btthynia ,  was  Eufe~ 
bius  of  Nicomedta:  The  fame  Man  that  afterwards 
profefs’d  *  his  Affent  and  Confent  to  th eNicene  Creed, 
as  the  true  Catholick^  Faith;  and  excufed  his  not  con - 
fen  ting  to  the  Anathematizing  of  Arms ,  upon  this 
Foot,  that  He  thought  Arius  had  been  much  mif- 
prefented,  and  that  He  knew  from  Arms  s  own  Let¬ 
ters,  that  He  was  not  the  Man  that  the  Council  took 
Him  to  be.  Now  if  Eujebius ,  the  principal  Man  of 
the  Synod  of  Bithynia ,  was  thus  impofed  upon  by 
Arius9 s  fair  Pretences,  no  doubt  but  He  reprefented 
Arius  s  Cafe  to  the  Synod,  as  favourably  as  He  Him- 
Yelf  had  conceiv’d  of  it :  And  then  no  wonder  if  a 
Man  was  receiv’d  as  Orthodox ,  who  was  really  believ’d 
to  be  Orthodox .  If  you  think  that  Eujebius,  all  the 
while,  knew  that  Arius  was  not  Orthodox ,  in  my 
Senfe  of  the  Word ;  Admitting  That,  yet  He  might, 
for  any  Thing  I  know,  reprefent  Him  as  fuch  Then, 
as  well  as  He  did  After:  If  fo,  the  only  equivocating 
Knave  might  be  Eufebius  of  Nicomedia ;  the  reft  might 
be  impofed  upon  by  his  Reprefentations  and  Colour, 
ings.  Holy  Men  and  able  Judges  can  Judge  no  other- 
wife  of  Fads,  but  as  They  are  reported  :  And  how 
could  it  be  remedied,  if  Arius  happen’d  to  get  good 
Teftimonials,  tho*  Himfelf  an  Ill- Man  ?  But  enough 
of  this  Matter :  As  to  the  Arian  Cuftom  of  equi¬ 
vocating,  and  thereby  impofing  upon  Honeft  Men, 
The  Fad  being  plain,  I  fhall  infift  no  longer  upon 
it,  only  referring  to  a  few  Authors  f  who  give  a 
fummary  Account  of  it. 

*  Sozom.  E.  H*  1.  2.  c.  1 6,  p.  378- 

f  Bull.  Deh  Fid.  Nic.  p.  293.  Cave’*  Life  of  Athanafius, 
Cave.  Epiftc  Apolog.  p.96.  Clerc.  Epift,  Cric.  2.  p.  52, 
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HI.  A  Third  general  Fallacy,  juft  hinted  in  my 
Vcfenfo  fp.  405.)  was,  your  arguing  again  (I  the 
Faith  of  the  Ante-Nkene  Faihers,  in  refped:  of 
Chrift’s  real  Divinity,  from  this  Topic  ,•  that  They 
often  diftinguifh  God  from  Chrift,  and  call  the  Father 
God  abfolutely. 

Here,  again,  you  complain  of  Me  for  unfair  Beal - 
tng.  But  how,  or  wherein  am  I  unfair  towards  You? 
You  f?y  {Reply,  p.  11 .  )  that  your  firft  Jnjlance  of 
this  Nature  is  from  the  Epifile  of  Clemens  Roman  us, 
where  He  conflantly  feparates  (hi  i  fling  nifties,  you  mean^ 
Jefus  Chrift  from  That  God ,  whom  He  files  the  true 
and  only  God ,  hut  never  once  calls  Him  God.  If  this 
Anfwer  be  any  thing  pertinent,  I  fuppofe  your  mean¬ 
ing  is,  that  your  Argument  did  not  turn  upon  This, 
that  Chrift  was  diftinguifh’d  from  God ;  but  upon 
thefe  farther  Confiderations,  that  Chrift  is  conftantly 
fo  diftinguiftTd  by  Clemens ,  and  never  once  called 
God.  You  may,  if  you  pleafe,  call  all  thofe  Con¬ 
fiderations  put  together,  one  Argument;  But  They 
appeared  to  me  to  be  diftinft  and  feveral.  You  oh- 
ferve  *  of  Clemens ,  that  He  perpetually  dftingwfhes 
Chrift  from  God  ( Chrift um  a  Deo  ferpetuo  difttnguit.) 
This  was  one  Confideratipn,  or  Prefumption  in  favour 
of  your  Principles.  A  fecond  you  add  immediately 
after,  Deum  vero  ne  Jewel  nuncupate  But  He  never 
cads  Chrift  God .  You  proceed  to  illuftrate  your  firft: 
Obfervation  by  fuch  Inftances  as  Thefe  following,* 
That  Clemens  wifhes  Grace  and  Peace  to  the  Corin¬ 
thians  from  Almighty  God ,  by  Jefus  Chrift ;  That  He 
introduces  (C h.  10th.)  the  great  Creator  and  Lord  of 
the  Zlniverfe  diftributing  his  Bleffings  by  Jefus  Chrift ; 
That  Chrift  was  lent  of  God ,  Ch.  41;  and  that  the 
Apoftles  had  their  Commiftion  by  Chrift  from  God, 
Ch.  43.  Now  to  what  purpofe'  were  thefe  feveral 
Inftances  produced,  except  you  intended  them  as  fp 
Difqu.  Med.  p.  16. 
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many  Arguments  againft  Clemem  his  believing  Chrift 
to  be  Confubftantial  with  Him  whom  alone  He  calls 
GW,  and  from  whom  He  diftinguifhes  Chrift  ?  But 
I  irdift  upon  it,  that  there  is  no  weight  at  all  in  this 
Argumenr.  Nothing  has  been  more  common  with 
.Writers,  who  have  fully  believed  the  Dodlrine  of  a 
Co-eternal  Trinity,  than  this  Manner  of  (peaking  ; 
efpecially  when  They  have  been  thinking  on  another 
Subject,  and  had  no  occasion  to  fpeak  of  Chrift* s 
Divinity.  And  what  if  Clemens,  or  Polycarp}  or  any 
other  Writer,  in  a  fhort  Epiftle,  or  Trad,  has  fpoke 
of  the  Father  only,  under  the  Title  of  GW,  and  of 
the  Son  as  Lord}  or  Saviour}  or  HighPrieft  ?  Flow 
often  might  the  fame  Thing  be  oblerved  in  modem 
Treatifes,  or  Sermons  of  very  Orthodox  Men  ?  I 
fee  no  Confequence  that  can  be  juflly  drawn  a- 
gainft  our  Principles,  from  thefe  Premifes.  And  if 
Clemens  called  the  Father  the  only  God}  or  only  true 
God}  tho’  That  be  a  difl:inc5f:  Argument  from  the  for¬ 
mer  ;  yet  neither  does  it  prove  any  thing  more  than 
the  other,  as  I  have  fhown  in  another  Place  *. 

But  you  refer  me  to  fome  Collections  of  your’s,  in 
another  Book  f,  from  Origen;  who,  it  feerns,  in  his 
Book  again  ft  Celftus ,  diftinguifhes  and  feparates  (lb  you 
fay  p.iz.)  Chrift  from  Him  who  is  God  above  all ;  and 
declares,  in  the  Name  of  the  generality  of  Chriftians, 
that  Chrift  is  not  the  God  above  all.  This  is  not  per¬ 
tinent  to  the  Point  in  Hand,  having  no  Relation  to 
the  Fallacy  I  charg'd  you  with,  nor  belonging  to  the 
Book  which  I  was  animadverting  upon.  But  that  I 
may  not  ftand  upon  Niceties  with  you,  I  will  give 
you  an  Anfwer  to  this  new  Pretence.  It  is  very  certain 
that  Origen  never  intended  to  deny  that  Chrift  is  God 
above  all:  Becaufe  all  Catholicks  £  (I  might  fay  Here - 

*  Sermon  4th. 

f  Praef.  de  S.  Script.  Tnterpr.  p ,  34,35. 

$  See  the  Tefi'tmoniet  in  Mills,  And  mv  Sermons  0,221, 
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ticks  too  for  the  mo  ft  part)  both  before  and  after 
Origen  s  Time,  as  well  as  Origen  Himfelf,  underftood 
Rom .  9.  5.  of  God  the  Son,  there  ftiled  lie)  'X&v- 
'T&v  0ec$,  or  God  above  all .  Yet  there  is  a  certain 
Senfe  in  which  the  Antients  have  denied  Chrift  to  be 
the  God  above  all ;  namely,  when  fo  underftood  as  to 
make  Chrift  the  very  Perfin  of  the  Father ,  as  the  Sa - 
bsllians  underftood  it  *,  or  to  fet  Him  above  the  Fa • 
ther  f,  or  above  the  Creator  £  of  the  World,  as  fome 
other  Hereticks  pretended.  In  this  latter  Senfe  it  is 
that  Origen  denies  the  Son  to  be  God  above  all ;  as  He 
had  reafon  to  do,  becaufe  it  would  have  been  denying 
His  Subordination  and  Sonfhip ,  and  inverting  the  Or¬ 
der  of  the  Perfons,  to  have  afTerted  that  Chrift  was 
in  any  Senfe  above  the  Father ,  or  fo  God  above  all , 
as  to  have  the  Creator ,  or  Father ,  fubordinate  to 
Him. 

Notwithstanding  all  This,  Origen  Himfelf,  in  the 
very  Page  before  That  which  you  refer  to,  atferts 
and  maintains  the  Catholic Dodrine  in  full  and  ex- 
prefs  Terms,  the  very  fame  Do&rine  that  we  contend 
for  at  this  Day.  For,  having  obje&ed  to  Celfus  ** 
the  worfhjp  of  many  Gods ,  telling  Him  that  if  He 
would  be  confident  with  his  Principles,  He  fhould 
not  talk  of  the  Kingdom  of  God ,  in  the  Singular, 
but  of  Gods ,  in  the  Plural,  He  then  bethinks  Him¬ 
felf  that  the  Argument  might  be  retorted  up¬ 
on  Chriftians,  as  worfhipping  two  Gods,  viz, .  the 
Father  and  Chrift.  Here  was  the  Critical  Place ;  Here, 
if  any  where,  we  lliall  fee  of  what  Principles  Origen 
was.  Well,  How  does  Origen  get  rid  of  the  Ob- 

*  Vid.  Apoft.  Conftit.  1.  6 .  c.  26.  Pfeud  Ignat.  Fp.  ad  Tarf. 
c.  5".  Ad  Philip,  c.  7. 

f  Origen  Contr.  Celf.  p.  3 87.  Bafil.  Epift.78.  p.892. 

^  Vid.  Iren.  p.  101.  106.  Edit.  Bened,  Origen  in  Matt# 
p.  4.76,  Huet. 

**  Vid.  Origen.  p  38^  386. 
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jedion  ?  Not  by  faying  that  the  Father  only  is  Go cb 
in  a  proper  Senfe :  Not  by  faying  that  the  Father  is 
Jupreme  God >  and  the  Son  another  God  under  Him. 
No,  He  was  wifer  than  to  make  HimfeJf  ridiculous 
to  Jew  and  Gentile,  by  fuch  a  weak  Anfwer:  But 
He  folves  the  Difficulty  by  averting  the  Vnitj  of 
Father  and  Son:  And,  after  He  had  guarded  his  Affertion 
from  any  Sabellian  Conftru&ion,  He  triumphantly  clofes 
up  all  in  thefe  Words ;  We  therefore >  as  I  have  fhown9 
Worjhip  one  God,  the  Father  and  Son  Thus  He  at 
once  cleared  the  Chriftian  Doctrine  from  Polytheifm, 
and  made  good  the  Charge  againft  the  Fagans. 

From  what  hath  been  faid  it  may  appear,  that 
Origen  has  denied  no  more  than  all  Catholicks  deny, 
namely,  that  the  Father  is  fttbordinate  to  the  Son:  And 
has  afferted  as  much  as  any  Catholic contends  for* 
We  do  not  fay  that  Chrifi  is  That  Perfon  who  is  or- 
d  inarily,  and  eminently  filled  God  above  all ;  nor  that 
He  is  in  any'  Senfe,  or  Refped,  above  the  Creator ,  or 
above  God  the  Father ,  being  fubordinate  to  Him; 
But  we  affert  that  He  is  efTentially  one  God  with 
Him  who  is  the  Father ,  and,  as  fuch,  is  God  above 
all:  And  this  very  Doftrine  is  plainly  Qrigen’s,  as 
well  as  Ours.  You  have  forced  Me  into  this  Bi- 
greffion,  by  making  your  Objeflion  in  a  wrong 
Place;  and  therefore  let  That  be  my  Excufe  to  the 
Reader  for  it.  Now  I  return. 

I  have  run  through  the  Three  general  Fallacies 
which  I  charged  you  with.  Your  feeble  Endeavors 
to  take  Them  off,  prove  ineffe&ual:  And  They  now 
return  upon  you  with  the  greater  Force. 

I  am  next  to  confider  the  particular  Defers.  But, 
before  I  proceed  farther,  it  wfill  here  be  proper  to 
remove  a  Complaint  of  yours,  which  you  repeat 


#  xv  js'ov,  'dpidha^KoC[Ajsv. 


7iZo\s^9i  $  ’ziv  'tfov  ^(HpTrivQ-- 


more 


[  26  ] 

mere  than  once  :  It  is  a  Complaint  of  my  Manage¬ 
ment,  and  Conduct  relating  to  your  Book. 

You  tell  me  ( p.  2.)  that  I  have  not  defended  any 
of  the  Bifop's  Arguments,  which  you  had  produced  and 
anfwer  d ;  nor  made  any  reply  to  thofe  numerous  Argu¬ 
ments,  which  you  produced  from  the  Ante-Nicene  Fa¬ 
thers  againfl  Aline  and  the  Bifop' s  Sentiments . —  In 
another  Place,  you  fay  thus,  (p.  57.J  He  is  obliged,  if 
He  would  indeed  defend  the  Bifop ,  to  invalidate  and 
refute  the  Anfwers  that  J  have  given  to  all  his  Argu¬ 
ments,  and  to  do  this  entirely,  and  not  by  Culling  out  two 
or  three  Infances,  and  leaving  all  the  ref  in  their  full 
flrength ;  That  being  in  all  the  other  Cafes ,  to  leave  the 
Bifop  in  the  Lurch. 

By  all  This  you  feem  to  think,  that  Billiop  Bull'% 
celebrated  Performance  is  in  fome  Danger  of  finking 
in  its  Character,  if  your  Modeft  Difquifiions  be  not 
particularly  anfwer’d,  Paragraph  by  Paragraph;  and 
that  I  ought  to  have  paid  fo  much  Refpeet  to  your 
hVorkj  3s  either  not  to  have  meddled  at  all  with  it, 
or  to  have  attended  you  all  the  way  through  it. 
Now,  as  to  this  Matter,  I  will  here  frankly  declare 
to  you  my  real  Thoughts  in  the  following  Par¬ 
ticulars. 

1.  In  the  firfl:  Place,  lam  fo  far  from  apprehend¬ 
ing  any  Danger  to  Bifhop  Bull ,  and  his  Caufe,  from 
your  Book,  that  I  fhould  never  have  given  my  felf 
the  trouble  of  remarking  at  all  upon  it,  had  it  not 
been  given  out  to  Englijh  Readers  fwho  muft  take 
fuch  Things  on  Trufl)  that  Bifhop  Bull's  famed  Piece 
would  receive  an  Anfwer,  fuch  as  fhould  fatisfy  All 
learned  and  unprejudiced  Per  fins.  I  knew  that  a  Latin 
Book  could  do  no  Harm,  but  among  Thofe  that  could 
read  Latin ;  and  fuch  I  thought  might,  for  the  moll 
parr,  be  very  fafely  truded,  having  Bifhop  Bull's  Book 
to  compare  with  youi*s,  which  alone  is  fufficient  to 
anfwer  for  it  felf,  with  Men  of  any  Judgment.  The 

Danger 
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Danger  was  not  from  the  Book  it  felf,  but  from  the 
Reports  made  of  it :  And  it  concern’d  me  to  cake  care 
that  Englijb  Readers  might  not  be  impofed  upon; 
which  was  one  principal  Motive  of  my  doing 
what  I  did. 

2.  I  confidered  farther,  that  this  Controverfy  be¬ 
ing  of  all  others  the  mod  nice  and  intricate,  and 
in  which  it  is  the  eafieft  for  a  Writer,  that  has  a 
mind  to  ir,  to  confound  and  puzzle  fuch  Readers  as 
have  not  been  converfant  in  it;  I  fay,  I  confidered 
that  it  might  be  ufeful  even  to  fome  Latin  Readers 
to  point  out  the  principal  Flaws  and  Fallacies  in  your 
Performance,  which  when  done,  your  whole  Book 
is  in  a  manner  anfwer’d ;  or  however  anfwer’d  as  far 
as  is  needful,  to  prevent  any  honeft  Man’s  being  im¬ 
pofed  upon  by  it. 

$dlji  You  will  give  me  leave  to  tell  you,  with  all 
due  Refpedfc  ('however  frankly)  that  a  Writer  who 
begins,  and  proceeds  as  you  do,  has  no  reafon  to  ex- 
ped:  an  Anfwer  Paragraph  by  Paragraph ;  becaufe 
there  is  a  fhorter,  and  much  better  way  of  dealing 
with  Authors  that  are  not  careful  to  write  perti¬ 
nently.  Who,  do  you  imagine,  would  be  at  the 
Trouble  of  telling  you  a  hundred  Times  over,  that 
this  Argument  is  good  againfl  the  Sabelliansy  and  in 
fuch  a  Senfe  of  numerical  Effence  as  is  not  to  the  pur- 
pofe  ;  but  in  Bifhop  Bull's  Senfe,  and  in  the  true 
Senfe,  the  Argument  is  of  no  weight  at  all?  One 
fliort  general  Anfwer  is  fufficient  in  fuch  a  Cafe;  and 
is  in  reality  as  long  as  the  Obje&ion,  which  ,  is  only 
Repetition  of  the  fame  Thing.  Had  you  Bated  the 
Ouefim  fairly,  kept  clofe  to  the  Point  in  Hand,  ar¬ 
guing  pertinent Ij  leaf},  if  not  fohdly}  all  along,  di¬ 
rectly  oppofing  That,  and  That  only,  which  Bifhop 
Bull  undertook  to  prove;  then  indeed  it  might  have 
concern’d  us  to  attend  upon  you  all  the  way  through; 
and  to  have  defended  the  Bifhop  againfl  your  Attacks, 

E  2  But 
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But  when,  inftead  of  this,  you  fet  out  upon  a  wrong 
Foot,  and  wander  wide  and  far  from  the  Mark  you 
ftiould  have  aimed  at:  When  inftead  of  attacking 
Biftiop  Bull  dire&ly,  you  encounter  for  the  moft  part 
a  Phantom  of  your  own,  and  Fight  with  your  Sha¬ 
dow:  In  fuch  a  Cafe  as  this,  we  have  no  need  to  be 
folicitous  about  the  Biftiop.  Thofe  formidable  Pre¬ 
parations,  which  might  be  otherwife  apt  to  ftrike  Ter¬ 
ror  into  us,  are  happily  diverted  another  way  :  All 
we  have  now  left  to  do,  is  to  ftand  by  unconcern’d, 
look  on,  and  fmile.  Thefe  are  my  Keafons  why  I 
hold  my  fclf  excufed  from  making  any  more  parti¬ 
cular  Anfwer  to  your  numerous  Arguments ,  as  you 
are  pieafed  to  call  Them,  You  may  give  Us  leave 
to  judge  how  far  our  Caufe  may  be  endanger’d  by 
wdiat  you  have  done  :  And  if  We  who  are  Friends  to 
the  Biftiop  and  his  Caufe,  are  in  no  pain  about  Either, 
nor  at  all  afraid  of  leaving  Them  in  the  Lurch ,  You 
may  be  very  eafv.  Now  I  proceed  to  make  good 
the  Particulars  of  the  Charge  upon  you,  Mifquota - 
tionsf  Mifconf  ruCtions ,  Aiifreprefentations ,  Reviving  of  old 
and  trite  Objections  concealing  the  Anfwer s,  &c.  Thefe, 
I  think,  reach  to  about  twenty  Particulars,  which 
lhall  all  be  conftdered  in  the  lame  Order  as  laid 
down  in  my  Defenfe. 

I.  I  charged  you  *  with  a  Mifquotation  f  of  Poly - 
carp's  Doxology,  -recorded  in  the  Epiftle  of  the 
Church  of  Smyrna,  You  left  out,  as  I  laid,  the  two 
moft  material  Words,  gluTcc*  on  which  the  Bi- 
ftiop’s  Argument  chiefly  depended.  You  acknow¬ 
ledge  in  your  Reply  (p.  13.)  that  you  left  thofe 
Words  our,  and  the  reafon  you  give,  is,  becaufe  They 
are  neither  in  the  Edition  of  BifJjop  Ufher,  nor  of  Co~ 
telerius,  from  whom  you  cited  the  Pajfage,  This  An¬ 
fwer,  give  me  leave  to  fay,  is  more  unkind  to  your 

f  See  my  Defenfe,  p*  40 &  f  Difquift ,  Mod.  p.  22. 


C  2-9  3 

-felf  than  the  Charge  I  made.  I  had  compared  the 
different  Readings  of  the  Doxology  in  the  two  Edi¬ 
tions,  Eufebius' s  and  Bifhop  VJher's*  I  confidered 
that  if  you  fhould  pretend  to  follow  Bifhop  VJher 
and  Cotelerim ,  you  had  falfified  in  two  places,  chang¬ 
ing  §  into  SV  &  and  tyj  'Ptnuficcn  into 
'7cm(JuQL,Ti)  which  are  very  material  Alterations.  But 
if  you  fhould  pretend  to  copy  from  Eufebms,  there 
you  had  left  out  o-vv  olvtZ.  The  latter  being 
a  Sin  of  OmiJJion  only,  and  more  excusable  than  put- 
ing  Words  into  the  Text,  I  chofe  to  fix  the  Charge 
there  where  it  might  fall  the  lighteft,  and  feem  ra¬ 
ther  a  Slip  than  any  ill  Defign.  I  had  another  Rea- 
fon  why  I  was  willing  to  charge  it  as  an  Omiffion 
out  of  the  Text  of  Eufebius ;  and  That  was  becaufe 
Bifhop  Bull  had  followed  Eufebius* s  Copy.  Now  if 
you  had  a  mind  to  take  another  Reading  from  Vfier 
and  Cotelerius ,  you  fhould  have  given  Notice  that 
Bifhop  Bull  had  made  ufe  of  a  faulty  Copy,  before 
you  had  triumph’d  over  Him ;  and  fhould  have  ob¬ 
served  that  Vfher's  and  Cotelerius* s  Reading  was  the 
true  one.  But  not  a  word  do  you  fay  of  This;  and 
the  Reafon  of  your  deep  Silence,  in  this  refped,  is 
very  evident.  Bifhop  Bull's  Argument  was  frrong 
and  good,  according  to  Eufebius* s  Reading :  And  ac¬ 
cording  to  Vfoer's  and  Coteleriuss  it  wotild  have  been 
frill  frronger  and  fuller.  Since  therefore  Neither  of 
the  Readings  would  ferve  your  Purpofe,  you  lay  afide 
Both,  and  invent  a  new  one  of  your  own  * :  And 
then  you  might  fecurely  infult  over  the  learned  Pre¬ 
late,  having  a  Text  and  Comment  Both  of  your  own 
contriving. 

*  The  Readings  of  the  Pajfage. 

At*  is  mt  tirbv  coureS,  Iv  7rveuf/jotTt  Ellfeb.  E*  H.  1.4*  C.  I  ft 

A i  %  cot,  iv  7rv£vfA/ci7i  dytw,  Whitby.  Di{q.  Mod*  p,  2a* 
d^a>t  Ufher,  Coteler. 
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But,  you  fay,  the  Words,  as  they  he  in  Eufe- 
bius  thus,  airy  aw  clxjtS  (yon  mean  Sx *  8  CUV 
auTQ) )  want  good  Senfe^  it  be  tag  improper  to  fay  by 
the  Son  be  Glory  to  the  Father  with  the  Son .  Be  it 
proper ,  or  improper ,  you  ought  to  cite  Paffages  of 
Authors,  as  you  find  Them :  Befides  that  very  wife 
Men,  Antient  and  Modern,  have  judged  the  Expref* 
fion  very  proper :  And  it  will  be  thought  that  the 
Compilers  of  our  Communion  Office,  who  fcrupled  not 
to  fay  by  whom ,  and  with  whom  &c.  underftood 
what  good  Senfe  is,  as  well  as  the  Ad  ode  ft  Enquirer. 

II.  A  fecond  Misquotation  *  I  charged  t  upon  you 
was  of  a  Paffage  in  Athenagoras  £.  You  was  pleafed 
to  change  argce  ccury  into  crgoz  avrov,  for  no  Rea- 
fon  that  I  could  fee,  but  to  make  a  weak  Infinuation 
again#  the  Divinity  of  God  the  Son.  In  your  Reply 
Cp.  15.)  you  fay;  Now  This ,  I eonfefs,  is  cafually  done, 
but  (yon  mean  and)  without  defign .  But  thefe  eafttal 
Slips  have  an  ill  Appearance,  efpecially  in  fo  noted 
9  place  as  this  of  Athenagoras .  You  could  not  for¬ 
get  that  this  very  ceurv,  in  Athenagoras ,  is 

whac  we  fet  a  particular  note  and  value  upon,  as 
Showing  that  the  Antients  did  not  always  fay  SC  clvtb 
only,  in  refped:  of  the  Son’s  Part,  or  Office  in  the 
Work  of  Clarion,  but  fometimes  ar§as  c£ut5>  A 
Phfafe  which  may  exprefs  the  efficient.  Caufe,  and  is 
not  liable  to  the  fame  Exceptions  as  the  Phrafe 
SC  clvtb.  Now,  to  falfify  a  TefUmony  of  this  kind* 
tho*  cafually ,  betrays  however  great  Negligence,  or 
Ofcitancy.  Yqu  obferve  that ,ab  eo  tanquam  Exem* 
phsri,  ferves  as  well  your  Turn,  as  ad  cum  tanquam 
• Exemplar .  That  is,  if  we  will  allow  you  your  Con- 
ftru&ion.  But  you  cannot;  make  the  former  fo  eafiiys 

*  Whitby.  TMf'ju.  Mod.  p.  62* 

f  Dcfenfe  p.  40 

£  EIco?  yecpt  <£  A  vnlrm  tymto.  Athen.  f.  38.  Ox*. 
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or  fo  probably,  out  of  ftps  clvtS>  as  the  latter,  out  of 
ftps  clutov  s  Befides  that  by  changing  ftps  airs 
into  ftps  outoV)  you  took  from  us  one  Senfe  of  the 
Words  which  we  might  think  it  proper  to  infill  up¬ 
on,  namely.  That  of  an  efficient  Caufi.  aurS^ 

if  it  may  be  confimed  your  way,  may  alfo  be  con- 
flrued  another  way ,  and  perhaps  more  naturally  : 
And  therefore  we  take  it  not  well  to  be  deprived 
of  any  Advantage  which  the  Text  gives  us.  I  mud 
however  obferve,  that  whatever  your  defign  was  from 
thefe  Words,  They  will  not  anfwer  your  purpofe, 
even  tho* **  we  fhould  admit  your  Conflrudlion.  For 
no  Confequence  can  be  drawn  againfl  our  Principles, 
from  the  Confideration  of  the  Son’s  being  the  Exem¬ 
plar ,  after  which  all  Things  were  made;  unlefs  you 
can  imagine  that  He  was  an  Exemplar  to  Him- 
felf. 

III.  The  third  Thing  I  charged  you  with  ¥,  was  a 
Mifconftruttion  t  of  a  celebrated  PafTage  in  Methodius £. 
The  PafTage  I  had  produced  in  my  Defenfe*  to  prove 
the  eternal  Generation  of  the  Son,  as  Bifhop  Bull  alfo 
had  done  You  exprefs’d  your  felf  fomewhat 
obfcurely  in  anfwer  to  the  Bifhop.  Only  this  was 
plain  from  your  Words,  ( Fruftra  Prafule  renitente ) 
that  you  intended  fomething  oppofite  to  the  Bifhop, 
and  infinuated  to  your  Reader  that  this  Quotation  of 
Methodius  proved  the  very  contrary  to  what  the  Bi¬ 
fhop  alledged  it  for.  Now  the  Bifhop  had  cited  it 
in  proof  of  the  Confubflantiality ,  and  Coeternity  of  the 
Son  :  To  which  purpofes  it  is  indeed  as  full  and  clear 
as  any  can  be  defi red.  You  are  pleafed  however,  in 
your  Reply  (p.  i  5 ,)  to  object  as  follows. 

*  Defenfe,  p.  40 6. 
f  Difquifet.  Mod.  p.  jf,  7 5. 

$  Method,  apud  Phot .  p.  $5o.  See  my  Defenfe.  p,  14^ 

**  fBult  Def ,  Fid ,  Nic.  p,  16^  too. 
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f.  That  to  fay  that  the  Son  of  God  was  pre-exifent 
before  the  Ages  in  the  Heavens ,  is  to  fay  no  more  than 
all  the  Arians  and  Semiarians  have  afferted ,  &c. 
Bur  the  Force  of  the  Bifhop’s  Argument  and  Mine 
did  not  lie  in  the  Words,  Ttgb  oliocvco v  (tho*  They 
are  not  without  their  Weight  *,  however  the  Arians 
Or  Seminarians  might  equivocate )  but  in  thofe  other 
Words  of  Methodius ,  that  the  Son  wasydid  not  becomey 
a  Son;  That  He  had  no  new  Filiation;  that  He  is 
always  the  fame;  and  in  Alethodius’ s  guarding  againft 
the  Suppofition  of  a  Temporal  Generation,  by  his 
explaining  it  of  a  Temporal  Manifefiation  only.  Why 
do  you  overlook  and  conceal  the  main  Points  where¬ 
in  our  Argument  confifted,  and  make  reply  only  to 
That  which  neither  Bifhop  Bull  nor  I  laid  any  ftreis 
upon?  But  it  was  prudent,  it  may  be,  to  pals  over 
what  could  not  be  anfwer’d. 

2.  You  objedt  to  us  fome  other  Paffages  of  Me~ 
thodius  to  confront  ours  with.  He  calls  the  Father 
cLvcLp^os  a  principiumy  that  had  no  Beginning. 

So  you  tranflate:  Might  you  not  as  well  have  rendred 
it,  A  Beginning  that  had  no  Beginning ?  But  That 
would  not  have  ferved  your  purpofe ;  The  true 
rendring  is,  a  principiumy  or  Heady  that  has  no  prin - 
cipium ,  or  Head.  But  you  had  a  mind  to  the  words 
no  Beginning ,  to  insinuate  as  if  Methodius  had  laid 
this  of  God  the  Father  in  Contra-diftinction  to  God 
the  Son,  who  had  a  Beginning;  tho*  Methodius  fays 
no  fuch  Thing.  He  fays  indeed  that  the  Son  is  ctpypy^ 
a  Principle ,  or  Heady  after  the  Father :  That  is,  the 
Son  is  the  Fountain  of  all  Things,  after  the  Father ; 
not  in  Timey  but  in  Order;  the  Father  being  always 
primarily  confider’d,  as  Head  and  Father  of  the  Son. 
The  Sum  then  of  what  Methodius  has  there  faid,  is 
that  the  Son  has  a  Father ,  and  that  the  Father  h as 

*  See  my  Defenfe,  p.  1  ;<)>  8cc.  „  , 

bone. 
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None.  What  Catholic^  would  ever  fcruple  to  sfTert  the 
fame  Thing?  No  one  ever  doubted  but  that  the  Fa¬ 
ther  alone  was  cLvaLffios,  the  Son  not  cLvocp^o$  in  this 
Senfe  *. 

3.  You  objedh  thirdly,  the  following  Words,  (for  I 
fee  not  the  Senfe)  “  Methodius  adds  that  thefe  Words 

might  be  congruoufly  applied  to  Him  (the  Son)  In  the 
<c  Beginning  God  created  the  Heaven  and  the  Earth  ; 
€(  and  Thofe  of  Solomon,  The  Lord  created  Me  the  Be- 
ct  ginning  of  his  ways.  Now  what  can  an  Englifh  Rea¬ 
der  make  of  thefe  two  Paffages,  as  you  have  repre- 
fented  Them  and  tacked  Them  together?  From  the 
3afl  of  them,  I  fuppofe,  He  is  to  underftand  that  the 
Son  was  created ,  according  to  Methodius .  But  then, 
what  will  He  make  of  the  Text  out  of  Genefts f  Is 
He  to  underfland  that  the  Son  was  created  with  the 
Heavens  and  the  Earth,  in  the  Beginning  ?  So  one 
might  think,  and  you1  are  very  indifferent,  I  perceive, 
what  your  Engliflo  Reader  may  apprehend,  provided 
you  may  but  feem  to  have  fomething  to  fay3-  and 
fomething  that  may  refled:  Diflionout  on  the  Son  of 
God.  As  to  the  Paffage  in  Gcnefis,  Methodius  interprets 
ci  ctpxy  (which  we  render  in  the  Beginning)  in  the 
Principle ;  undemanding  by  Principle  God  the  Son,  in 
whom  all  Things  were  created,  according  to  St.  Pauly 
Coloff.  1.  17.  Now  finc£,  according  to  Methodinsy 
all  Things  whatever  were  created  in  the  *.  c. 

in  God  the  Son,  it  is  plain  that  He  exempts  Him 
from  the  Number  of  Creatures.  As  to  the  other 
Text,  out  of  Solomons  Proverbs,  you  have,  without 
fany  Ground  or  Warrant  from  Methodius ,  render’d 
tvjrtdi  created ,  inftead  of  appointed ,  or  conftttuted.  The 
meaning,  probably  is,  according  to  Methodius ,  that 
the  Father  appointed  or  conftituted,  God  the  Son  as  the 


*  Vid,  Gregor.  Naz.  Orat.  3^,  p,  563. 
L  !.  c.  p.  42\ 
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ctp^Vj  the  Principiumy  Foundation,  or  Head  over  all 
Creatures,  This  kind  of  ConflruCiion  of  that  Place 
of  the  Proverbs ,  appears  to  have  been  known  and 
received  in  the  Church,  fomeTime  before  Methodius ; 
as  is  plain  from  Dionyjtus  of  Rome  *,  his  Comment 
upon  the  Text:  which  was  afterwards  countenanc’d 
by  Eufebius  t>  and  other  Catholiclg  Writers  £.  Hthe- 
nagoras ,  much  earlier  than  any  of  them,  muff  have 
underffood  the  Text  nearly  in  the  fame  Senfe.  For, 
afrer  He  had  declared  exprefly  againff  the  Son’s  be¬ 
ing  made ,  or  created ,  afTcrting  his  ProceJJion  from  the 
Father  to  be  a  kind  of  Subflratum3  or  Support  for 
the  World  of  Creatures  to  fubfifl  in,  receiving  from 
thence  their  proper  Forms,  Order,  and  Perfection ; 
He  immediately  cites  this  Text  out  of  the  Proverbs , 
as  confirming  his  Sentiments  To  return  to  Ale- 
thodius :  He  barely  cites  the  Text  to  prove  that  Chrift 
was  prior  to  the  Creation ,  and  that  all  Creatures  had 
their  Subfiftence  in  Him.  He  is  not  fo  particular  in 
explaining  the  Senfe  of  exmo-g,  as  Eionyfus  of  Romey 
or  Eufebius:  B ur 'it  is  more  than  probable  that  He 
underffood  it  much  in  the  fame  Senfe.  Certain  it 
is,  that  your  Conflru&ion  of  Him  is  intirely  un¬ 
warranted;  and  not  only  fo,  but  contradictory  to 
the  Author’s  known  Principles  elfe where.  Upon  the 

*  ';E \7!<rs  y sep  cvrmvjzc  uv-n  rS  l7Ti<pi<rs  to 1$  liar*  uutou 

y.yovb<nv  tpy ot$,  y.yjvcqi  £  A*  oturou  row  \ou.  Dionyf.  Pvom.  apud 
Athanaf.  p.  r  32. 

f  y,Ap%eiV  T  oXfiJV  V7T0  KVQ/.H  &  UuTX  ZrctTgC$  XU&T&Tltf [&&<&*• 
TS  iK7t<KV  ivTZtld'  urn  ToZ  KOtTtTU.j'iV,  tj  KOtTi^TtV  .  Eufeb. 

Eccl.  Theol.  1.  3.  p.  151. 

zf:  Non  enim  ita  Sapientiam  Suam  condidit,  quafi  aliquando 

fine  Sapientia  fuerit - Hoc  Initium  habeat  Sapient ia  Dei  quod 

de  Deo  procejfit  ad  creanda  omnia  tam  caeleftia  quani  terrenaj 
non  quo  cseperit  efle  in  Deo.  Creata  eft  ergo  Sapien'ia,  imo 
genita,  non  libi  quae  femper  erat,  fed  His  qua?  ab  ea  fieri  opor- 
lebnr.  Vfeud-Ambrof.  de  Fid.  Ot’h.  c.  2.  p.349, 

Vid.  Athenag  c,  10,  p  38,  39,  40. 
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whole,  you  have  not  been  able  to  aofwer  Bifhop 
-Bull's  Citations  out  of  Methodius,  nor  to  make  good 
your  own  Pretences  againft  Methodius's  Orthodoxy, 
Inftead  of  taking  off  one  MifconftruFtion  which  I 
had  charged  you  with,  you  have  only  added  to  it : 
.And  have  been  fo  far  from  acquitting  your  feif 
of  your  firft  Offenfe,  that  you  have  more  than 
doubled  it. 

IV,  A  fourth  Thing  which  I  charged  *  upon  you, 
v/as  a  Mifreprefentation  and  Mifconftrudion  t  of  a 
Paffage  in  Dr.  Cave  $.  I  blamed  you  for  insinuat¬ 
ing  as  if  Dr.  Cave  had  faid,  or  meant,  that  many, 
or  mod:  of  the  Ante-Nicene  Fathers  were  againft  the 
Divinity  and  Eternity  of  Chrift.  That  you  really 
intended  to'  inftnuate  as  much ,  is  confefs’d  in 
your  Reply ,  where  you  tell  me  (p.i6.)  that  the 
natural  import  of  the  Words  (Dr.  Cave's  Words)  con¬ 
tains  a  full  Confutation  of  the  whole  Defign  of  my  Book , 
which  is  to  prove  that  all  the  Ante-Nicene  Fathers 
maintain'd  the  Confubftantiality  of  the  Son  with  the  Fa¬ 
ther ,  and  the  eternal  Generation  of  the  Son . 

I  have  not  miftaken  then  as  to  the  Matter  of 
Fad,  that  you  really  did  infinuate  what  I  had  charged 
you  with.  That  you  was  to  blame  for  fo  doing,  will 
eafily  be  made  appear  as  plainly  as  the  other.  Two 
Things  I  before  obferved,  ift,  That  Dr.  Cave's 
Words  ought  not,  without  a  manifeft  necejjityy  to 
have  been  interpreted  to  a  Senfe  diredly  oppoftte 
to  his  well  known  and  often  declared  Sentiments, 
2.  That  there  was  no  fuch  manifeft  Neceffity  in  the 
Cafe  before  usj  but  rather  fome  probable  Grounds, 
even  from  the  Paffage  it  felf,  for  interpreting  Dr, 
Cave's  Words  otherwife  than  you  have  done.  Now 
as  to  Dr.  Cave's  real  Sentiments,  relating  to  the  Faith 

*  Befenfe  of  Queries ,  p.  4O7. 

*f-  Whitby.  Difquif.  Mod.  p»  97* 

^  Cave,  Hifior.  Liter .  Vol  i .  p.  1 1 2* 

F  a 


./ 


©I 


1 36  ] 

of  the  Ante-Nicene  Writers,  I  appeal  to  the  PafTages 
appearing  in  the  Margin  *.  You  may  there  fee  that 
Dr.  Cave  look’d  upon  the  Eternity  of  the  Son  as  part* 
of  the  Chrifhan  Faith  from  the  very  Infancy  of  the 
Church ;  that  it  had  been  conflantly  taught  by  the 
CathoHck^  Fathers ;  and  that  none  but  meer  Strangers 
to  Antiquity  could  make  any  Queftion  of  it:  That 
the  moft  effedual  way  to  confute  Ariam,  &c.  is, 

*  JEternitatem  Filii,  ejufque  <ruvtyo[/jov  rvj  u{>%y  to  tlvaj  (quem- 
sdmodum  non  infcite  loquitur  Cyrillus  Alexandrinus )  concurren- 
tern  cum  paterno  principto  exiftentiam,  conftanter  docuiftfe  Catho- 
ficos  Patres,  Antiquitatis  Ecclefiafticae  rudis  plane  fit  oportet 
qui  nefcire  potcft;  nec  pluribus  jam  probare  opus  eft  quod 
cumulate  praeftiterunt  Alii.  H^mc  Ecclefix  Fidem  ab  ipiis  Chri- 
ftianifmi  Primordiis  tradiram,  &  perpetuo  confervatam ,  omni  quo 
potuerunt  nifu  totifque  viribus  oppugnarunt  Ariani.  Cav. 
Dijf-  3.  ad  Calc.  Hi  ft.  Lit.  p.  79. 

Liquet,  non  efte  efficaciorem  H&refes  refutandi  rationem,  qtiam 
ft  poil  allegatam  SS.  Scripture  Au&oritatem,  Conftantem  8c  Uni- 
ver/alem  veterum  Confenfum  ad  Partes  noftras  advocemus. 
Expertus  eft  id  Theoclofius  Imperator  An.  383;  quando  Catho- 
lioos  Epifcopos  cum  Arianis,  Macedonians,  Eunomianis ,  coa&a 
Synodo,  confligere  vellet,-  Suadebat  potius  Nettario  8c  Agelliet 
qui  Ipfum  confuluerant,  Sifinnius,  ut  interrogarent  H&reticos  iftos 
num  admitrerent  illos  Dodores  atque  Interpretes  Scripturarum, 
qui  ante  Ecclefix  D:ftidium  floruiftent.  Cav.  Ep.  Apolog.  p. 22. 
Vid.  etiam  p.  1  7. 

Monebo  tantum,  in  Patrum  Scriptis  Dogmata  Philo fophica  a 
Tidet  Articulis  probe  efte  diftinguenda.  In  His,  S.  Literis  8t 
Catholicae  Tradition!  ftriflius  fe  alligant,  8c  in  Rei  Summa- 
omnes  conveniunt:  in  illis  majori  utuntur  libertate,  8c 
opiniones  facpius  adhibent  quae  in  Philofophorum  Scholis  venti- 
lari  folebanr;  quin  8c  in  explicandis  Fidei  Myfteriis  quandoque 
voces  e  Schola  Platonica  petitas  admovent,  fed  ad  Chriftiannm 
fenfum  accommodatas.  Ibid .  p.  48. 

Profiteatur  (J.  Clericus)  Sp  cum  Ecclefia  Catholica  agnofcere, 
Deum  efte  Eftentia  unum,,  Pcrfonis  trinum,  nempe  Unitatem  in 
Trinitate,  8c  Trinitarem  in  unifate  fe  Colere  ac  Venerari;  cre¬ 
dere  Se,  Je[um  Chriflum  verum  efte  8c  Aternum  Dei  Filium, 

Patri  vero  bujodmov,  8c  crwod^m - ‘tunc  demum  intelligemus 

Fidem  ejus  in  principibus  his  Dottrjnae  Chriftianae  Capitibus, 
reflam  efte,  Ortliodoxam,  £c  tarn  Sacrae  Scripture,  quam  pri - 
Wav  a  Anlicjuitati  congruam.  Cav .  Ep,  Apolog .  p.  107. 
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after  Scripture,  to  appeal  to  the  Conftant ,  Vniverfal 
Confent  of  the  Antients;  with  more  to  the  fame  pur- 
pofe.  Is  this  the  Man  whom  you  quote  on  your 
Side  ?  I  may  add  that  his  Apologetical  Epifile  runs 
much  upon  this  Topic,  to  vindicate  the  primitive 
Fathers  againft  fuch  Afperfions  as  You,  among  Others, 
are  too  apt  to  throw  upon  Them:  And  there  needs 
nothing  more  to  fhow  that  He  was  perredly  in  my 
Sentiments,  as  to  that  particular,  and  diredly  op- 
polite  to  your’s.  You  may  fay,  perhaps,  that  Dr. 
Cave  was  inconfiftent  with  Himfelf;  and  at  different 
Times,  upon  different  Occafions,  a  flirted  repugnant 
Proportions.  But,  with  Submiflion,  I  think  it  a 
Piece  of  Juffice  due  to  every  Author,  efpecially 
One  that  has  bore  a  Charader  in  the  learned  World, 
to  fuppofe  otherwife  of  Him,  till  it  can  be  evident¬ 
ly  made  appear,  that  He  has  contradicted  in  one 
Place  what  He  had  laid  down  in  Another.  If  there 
be  any  Room  left  for  a  favourable  and  candid  Inter¬ 
pretation  it  ought  to  be  admitted.  I  before  obferved 
to  you,  that  there  was  no  manifejl  NeceJJity  of  inter¬ 
preting  that  Paffage  of  Dr.  Cave,  as  you  do.  He 
recounted  about  feven  Errors  of  LaElantius ,  referring 
to  others  unnamed :  And  in  Thofe ,  He  fays,  many  of 
the  Antients  concurred  with  Hun.  By  in  Thofe ,  He 
might  polfibly  mean  in  fome ,  or  other  of  them ,  not 
in  every  Jingle  particular.  To  make  it  the  more  pro¬ 
bable  that  He  really  meant  no  more,  I  obferved  that 
de  Divinitate  flood  as  a  diftind  Article ,  and  might 
be  conffrued  of  the  Deity .  Laflantius  held  very  ab- 
furd  Notions  of  the  Deity ,  as  great  Errors  as  any 
could  be.  Could  Dr.  Cave  take  notice  of  many 
fmaller  Slips,  and  never  allude  to  Thofe  which  were 
the  greateft  of  all?  And  yet  you  cannot  pretend  to 
fay  that  Many ,  or  indeed  Any  of  the  primitive  Fa¬ 
thers  concurr'd  with  LaUantim  in  thofe  Errors  con¬ 
cerning  the  Deity.  From  whence  I  juftly  concluded 

that 
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that  the  words  in  cpuibus,  were  not  to  be  ftri&Iy 
underftood  of  all  and  fmgtilar  the  Errors  noted. 

To  this  you  reply  that  Ladanttus  fays  of  God, 
that  He  is  the  Father  of  all  Things,  whoje  'Beginning 
cannot  be  comprehended :  As  if  This  were  all  that 
Ladantias  had  faid.  Does  He  not  plainly  affert  that 
God  had  a  Beginnings  and  that  He  made  Himfelf 
You  obferve  farther,  that  This  is  fully  explain’d  by 
Himfelf  1.  2.  c.  8.  where  He  fays,  God  only  who  is 
not  made,  is  from  Himfelf,  as  we  f Jewed  in  the  firfi 
Book-  And  what  if  He  fpeaks  right  here?  Does  it 
follow  that  He  has  not  faid  what  He  really  has  faid 
in  another  Place?  Befides,  if  you  pleafe  to  admit 
the  fame  Candor  of  interpreting  one  place  by  ano¬ 
ther,  I  can  fhow  you  alfo  where  He  has  fpoke  very 
Orthodoxly  of  God  the  Son  f;  and  can  as  eafily 
acquit  Him  of  the  Charge  of  Herefy  with  refpeff  to 
God  the  Son,  as  you  can  acquit  Him  of  the  like 
Charge  in  refpeff  of  God  the  Father.  In  a  word. 
His  Errors  and  Contradictions  in  both  Points  are  via¬ 
ble  enough :  And  give  me  leave  to  think  that  Dr.  Cave 
might  fee  Them;  and  might  allude  to  one  in  the 
Article  de  Divinitate ,  and  to  the  other  in  the  word*, 
de  aterna  Filii  exifientia .  For,  furely,  otherwife  He 
would  not  have  put  de  and  de,  but  would  rather 
have  exprefs'd  it  as  one  Article  thus ;  de  Divinitate 
atque  aterna  exifientia  Filii,  and  then  have  proceeded 
with  another  de,  to  a  new  Article.  Upon  the  whole, 
you  can  never  make  good  your  point  from  this  Paf- 
fage  of  Dr.  Cave,  which  is  not  only  capable  of  a  dif¬ 
ferent  Conftru&ion  from  your’s,  but  moF:  naturally 
and  moft  probably  requires  it. 

*  Verum  quia  fieri  non  poteft  quin  id  quod  fit,  aliqnando  ejfe 
e&perit-,  confequens  efl  ut,  quando  nihil  ante  eum  fuerit,  Ipfe 

ante  omnia  ex  feipfo  fit  procreatas. . - . Dens  ipfe  fe  fecit . 

Ladtant.  1.  I.  c .  7.  p .  32. 

7  Vid.  La&ant,  /«  4.,  c.  9. 
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You  would  infinuate  (Reply,  p.  30,)  from  another 
paffage  of  Dr.  Gave,  where  He  is  fpeaking  of  Qrigen, 
that  Qrigens  fuppofed  Errors  relating  to  the  Trinity, 
were  not,  in  Dr.  Caves  Judgment,  contrary  to  any 
Article  of  the  Church ,  or  A 'poftolical  Traditions :  which 
again  is  doing  That  good  Man  a  fecond  Injury,  in~ 
ftead  of  making  Satisfaction  for  the  Firft.  Dr.  Cave 
does  not  fay  that  his  fitppofed  Errors  relating  to  the 
Trinity  were  not  contrary  to  any  Article  of  the  Church ; 
but  only  that  many  of  Qrigens  cenfured  Opinions 
were  not.*  And  what  fort  of  Opinions  Dr.  Cave 
meant,  He  Himfelf  tells  us  in  the  very  place  referr’d 
to  Namely,  Intricate  Oueftions  that  had  been  can - 
va  fs  d  only  in  the  Schools  of  the  Philofiphers,  and  fome 
Notions  of  his  own  Invention  that  were  minus  commodse, 
mt  fo  juft  or  accurate  as  They  fhould  be .  Now  what 
is  This  to  our  prefeht  Purpofe.?  See  the  Paflages  of 
Dr.  Carve  before  cited,  fufficiendy  fhowing  theft  He 
thought  the  Dottrine  of  the  Trinity  to  be  a  fund  amen- 
tal  Article  of  the  Church,  and  an  Apoftolical  Tradition • 
But  I  am  weary  of  attending  you  through  fo  many 
trifling  Pretences.  To  conclude  this  Head  :  The 
moft  that  can  be  made  out  of  Dr.  Cave's  Expref- 
f5ons  here,  or  elfewhere,  is  no  more  than  This,  that 
fome  of  the  Ante-Nicene  Fathers,  in  fome  Places  of 
their  Works,  exprefs’d  themfelves  fometimes  impro¬ 
perly,  tmcautioufly,  or  it  may  be,  now  and  then  dan* 
geroufly,  in  refped  of  the  Dobirine  of  the  Trinity ,  be¬ 
fore  the  meaning  of  Terms  was  adj lifted,  and  fettled; 
and  thofe  Articles  reduced  to  a  more  certain,  and  more 
accurate  Form  of  Expreffion.  In  the  Sum  of  the 
Matter ,  in  the  main  Dobirine,  the  Ante-Nicene  Fathers 
were^agreed.  This  was  Dr.  Cave's  real  Judgment; 
as  may  be  feen  by  his  own  Words  before  cited  : 
And,  I  fuppofe.  He  may  be  allowed  to  be  his  own 
beft  Interpreter.  He  was  not  only  in  thofe  Send- 

*  Hiftor,  Liter,  VqI  1 .  p.  7  7, 
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merits,  but  zealous  for  Them,  being  a  true  Lover  and 
Admirer  of  the  primitive  Fathers.  How  would  the 
good  Man  have  been  filled  with  Indignation  to  have 
found  His  Name,  and  His  Authority  made  ufe  of,  to 
fuch  purpofes  as  you  have  done !  But  enough  — 

V.  I  charged  *  you  farther,  as  reporting  falfely* 
that  the  Titles  of  t#  TVccnos  worths,  and  r  oXcav 
S'Hjui&pycs  ('That  is  Creator ,  or  Framer  of  the  Uni- 
verfe^  were  fuch  as  the  Writers  of  the  fecond  Century 
always  diftinguifh’d  the  Father  from  the  Son  by.  I 
was  indeed  fo  render  in  this  Point,  as  not  abfolutely 
to  charge  this  Falfchood  upon  you  :  But  I  obferved 
that  either  This  mult  have  been  your  Meaning,  or 
elfe  you  had  made  a  very  trifling  Obfervation. 
Thofe  Words  of  your’s  on  which  I  grounded  my 
Remark,  1  h  ive  now  thrown  into  the  Margin  f,  for 
every  Latin  Reader  to  judge  of.  You  defend  your 
felf  (Reply,  p.  1 6.)  wirh  thefe  Words:  The  Words  of 
Athenagoras  there  cited  are  thefe.  One  unbegotten  and 
eternal  Maker  of  ail  Things.  By  which  Epithets,  <&c. 
Noiv  of  thefe  Epithets  thus  joined,  my  Words  are  cer¬ 
tainly  true ;  nor  had  the  Dodor  any  right  to  feparate 
what  I  had  thus  joined .  One  can  hardly  forbear 
fmiling  at  This  invented  Anfwer.  If  what  you  now 
pretend  was  really  your  Meaning,  How  came  you 
to  fay  Epithets,  in  the  Plural,  rather  than  Epithet  in 
the  Singular?  Why  did  you  diftinguifh  the  feveral 
Epithets  with  Comma’s?  Again,  why  did  you  take 

*  Dcfenfe  of  Queries,  p.  40 9. 

*|  Ex  quibus  omnibus,  ex  Athenagor&  Sententia,  Deum  ilium 
unum  Quem  Chriftiani  praedicabant,  non  alium  fuifle  quam 
Deum  ingenirum,  seternum,  too  ttowtos  nr  oXav 

omnium  Qp'tficem ,  liquet.  Quibus  Epithetis  iftius  Sseculi  Scripto- 
res  Deum  Patrem  a  Filio  Temper  di Ptinguebant,  Deumque  Fi- 
lium  ab  Hoc  omnium  Opifice  ex  eo  diftingui  docuerunt,  quod 
Tit  I!le  per  J>)uem ,  aut  cujus  Miniftcrio  Pater  fecit  omnia. 
Whitby,  Difqu,  Modefi.  p,  60. 
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flich  particular  notice  of  per  Quem,  By  Whom^  which  * 
you  fay  was  attributed  to  the  Son*  to  diftinguiili 
Him  from  Him  that  was  omnium  (Jpijex ,  Maker  of 
all  Things.  Does  cot  your  Senfe  here,  and  your  Senfe 
in  what  went  before  (as  I  have  reprefented  it)  an- 
fwer  to  each  other,  like  Two  Tallies  exadly  ?  I 
defy  any  Man  that  reads  your  Words  in  the  Latin, 
to  underftand  you  otherwife.  But  if  you  will 
needs  have  it  that  you  intended  only  to  fay  that 
the  Epithet  of  one  unbegotten  and  eternal  Maker  of  all 
Things ,  was  peculiar  to  the  Father,  in  the  fecond  Cen¬ 
tury ,  you  (hall  have  the  Honour  of  making  a  fhrowd 
Obfervation,  when  you  tell  me,  in  what  Century 
downwards  to  this  day,  That  Epithet  has  not  been 
peculiar  to  the  Father  as  much  as  Then.  I  before 
left  you  the  -Alternative ,  either  of  being  found  trifling 
in  a  peculiar  manner,  or  making  a  falfe  Report ;  and  fo 
I  do  {fill.  One  might  think  by  what  follows  in 
your  Reply  to  this  Article,  that  you  had  a  mind  to 
own  the  Report,  and  to  vindicate  it  from  the  Charge 
of  Falfhood; 

You  fay,  Juft  in  Martyr  made  a  difference  between 
the  word  rtrb\y\fv\^  and  Jfyjui&pycf,  and  a  little  after, 
til  at  He  always  fpeaketh  of  the  Son  as  being  another , 
not  from  the  S^pu8pyo$j  the  Builder ,  Framer ,  Or  -Arti~ 
ficer,  but  h-vco  £  'TTodjtS  V  f7r&yTQ$i  or  o\ooti 

from  the  Maker  of  all  Things,  Reply,  ^.17,18.  Flow™ 
ever  that  be,  1  fhowed  you  plainly,  from  three  ex- 
prefs  Te/fimonies  that  Irenaus,  of  the  fame  Century 
with  Juftin ,  made  no  fuch  Difference.  The  Son  is 
'TTCtyTyis  t  f7civ'TCi>v,  Maker  of  all  Things ,  according 
to  Irenms,  over  and  over,  in  as  full  and  flrong  words 
as  the  Father  Himfelf  can  be  :  So  that  your  Remark, 
as  to  the  Writers  of  the  fecond  Century,  has  no 
Truth  in  it*  What  you  obferve  of  Juftin,  is  not 

*  S*i  rfiv  Defenfe,  p.  189. 
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ftri&ly  true.  He  tells  us  *  indeed,  that  Plato  made 
a  difference  between  ^ viyityiu  and  J^/Uiapyos*  under- 
ftanding  by  the  former  one  that  makes  a  thing  from 
nothing,  and  by  the  latter  one  that  frames  any  thing 
out  of  pre-exiftent  Matter.  Juflin  takes  notice  of  this, 
in  order  to  lhow  that  Plato's  inferior  Gods  rnuft  be 
corruptible,  upon  Plato's  own  Principles :  For  the  great 
God  is  Piled  by  Plato,  not  TroijjTiiSj  but  Sypuspys 
of  the  other  Gods .  Confequently  They  were  made  of 
Matter,which  is  corruptible,  and  therefore  are  corruptible 
Themfelves.  What  is  this  to  the  purpofe  we  are  upon! 
Or  how  docs  it  appear  that  Jttfiin  himfelf  always 
obferved  Plato's  Diftin&ion?  Befides  that  if  He  did, 
it  is  certain  that  Jufiin  Marty  fuppofes  God  the  Son 
to  be  mw or  Maker  op  Man  whom  He  calls  the 
Creature  of  Chrift  f.  And  there  is  no  rea- 
fon  to  doubt,  but  that  He  fuppofed  Him  to  be  as 
truly  77TH»T>is,  Maker  of  all  other  Things,  according 
to  the  conftant  Docfrine  of  the  Church  in  that  very 
Century,  as  appears  from  Irenaus ,  Clemens  of  .Alexan¬ 
dria ,  and  Others. 

You  go  on,  in  purfuance  of  your  firfl  Mi  flake, 
to  obferve  that  J^puypyoi  being  of  an  inferior  Oenfe 
to  that  of  Tro^TY'S  r  oAcev,  it  is  no  wonder  that  the 
Fathers  Jometimes  give  it  to  the  Son  under  one  of  thefe 
Viftinthons ,  where  they  fay  with  Origen  the  Father  is 
'7rgoi)TD$  <fV? puhspyls,  the  firfl  or  chief  Worker ,  the  Son 
is  fo  in  a  fecondary  Senfe.  This  is  writing  juft  as  if 
you  had  never  feen  the  Fathers.  I  repeat  it,  that 
Iremtus  gives  Both  thofe  Titles  indifferently  to  God  the 
Son,  as  do  other  Fathers  after  Him;  which  you  might 
have  feen  in  my  Defenfe  (p.  i8p0  Yet  you  are  loth 
to  admit  even  fo  much  as  ^puypyo$  to  have  been 

*  Tuft.  Mart.  Parxn.  p.  91.  Ox.  Ed. 

f  Juft.  Mart.  Dial.  p.  187.  Jeb. 

applied 
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applied  to  the  Son,  except  with  a  DiOin&ion;  quoting* 
I  would  fay,  mifquotmg  Origen  to  countenance  your 
Pretences.  If  you  pleafe  to  look  again  into  Origen  *, 
the  Word  is  not  KgJrGs,  fignifywg  not 

that  the  Father  is  the  Firfl  Worker ,  as  if  there  were 
Two  Workers ,  but  that  He  is  primarily  Creator.  And, 
what  ruines  all  your  fine  airy  Speculations  at  once, 
Origen ,  in  that  very  place,  aflerts  the  Son  Trow otf 
(not  S'lt/uuupyuv ")  Ter  xoaptovs  to  Make ,  not  Frame 
only,  the  World  :  which  is  as  much  as  if  He  had 
called  Him  tQ  or  7 o\m  t7mtjrhs» 

You  quote  Eufebius  as  filling  the  Father  olttxvttm 
b/xiupyos,  the  Son  ctlW  hu7t%o$.  You  lliould 
have  remember'd  that  the  fame  Eufebius  fliles  the  Son 
0  jueya.$  r  ohm  « hfiiupyoe.  t  Had  This  been  ap¬ 
plied  to  the  Father  inftead  of  the  Son ,  what  Specu¬ 
lations  might  we  not  have  expe&ed  upon  the  Force  of 
0  (JLtycLS)  the  Great  Creator?  You  forget  alfo  that 
Eufebius  fcruples  not  to  ufe  the  Title  of  ttdwjt y\$  r 
oAojr,  Maker  of  all  Things ,  fpeaking  of  the  Son ;  as 
1  obferved  in  my  Defenfe  This  is  dire&ly  againft: 
you  :  And  if  there  be  forge  Exprcflions  in  Eufebius 
which  We_  neither  approve  nor  vindicate;  fo  there 
are  many  others  that  You  cannot  approve,  or  make 
confident  with  your  Principles :  Quotations  therefore 
from  Eufebms  will  flgnify  little  on  either  Side. 
What  you  produce  (Reply  p.  18.)  out  of  Methodius 
has  been  fblidly  anfwer'd  by  Bifhop  Bull*** 

You  next  cite  Tartan ,  as  a  true  Difiiple  of  Juftin 
Martyr,  faying,  that  Matter  is  produced  <\jm  r£ 
TTciymy  S'Mputipyy,  from  the  Maker  of  all  Things ,  but 

*  Origen.  Contr.  Celf.  p.  317. 
f  Eufeb.  Eccl.  H  1.  10.  c.  4.  p.  3 1 
$  Defenfe  of  Queries,  p.  189. 

**  Bull  Def  Ful.  Nic .  ps  i6f. 
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of  this  Matter.  But  lure  the  Difciple  was  ftrangely 
forgetful  of  his  Mailer's  Diftinduon  between  7 roljfritf 
and  S^jui&pyos  *  Otherwife,  when  He  was  talking  of 
God’s  producing  Matter,  Fde  fhould  have  {filed  Him 
TronjT^,  not  JfytcitfpyJ?.  And  you  are  as  forgetful 
of  what  you  had  faid  but  the  Page  before:  Other- 
wife  you  fhould  have  made  the  Father  no  more  than 
Worker  of  the  Matter,  as  well  as  the  Son ;  becaufe 
of  the  word  J^uiapycs.  See  how  ftrangely  you  are 
bewildrcd  in  your  Obfervations,  confuting  and  con¬ 
tradicting  your  feif.  Nothing  fucceeds  with  you ; 
and  I  will  venture  to  predict  that  nothing  will,  fo 
}  long  as  you  are  efpoiifing  the  Caufe  of  Herefy ,  in 
Oppofition  to  the  Faith  of  the  Catholicise hurch. 

VF.  I  charged  you,  fixthly,  with  three  Mifrepre- 
fentations  together:  One  relating  to  Bafil>  the  other 
Two  to  Athanafius  *.  Bajil  you  reprefented  as  de¬ 
claring  againft  Unity  of  Effence ,  where  He  intended 
nothing  but  againft  Unity  of  Perferu  To  which 
you  make  anfwer  (p,  21.)  that  you  dived  not  into 
Bafil’s  Intentions ,  but  cited  his  Words  fairljy  viz.  that 
the  Sabellian  JDoflrine  was  corrected  by  the  word  Confitb - 
flanual,  A  pretty  Way  This,  to  cite  Authors 
without  considering  whether  They  intended  any  thing 
to  the  purpofe  They  are  cited  for,  or  no.  You 
cited  f  Bafih  to  prove  that  two  Things  Confubfianttal 
make  two  EJfenccs;  whereas  Bafil  meant  no  more  than 
that  They  make  two  Perfops.  This  you  call  fairly 
citing,  his  Words.  You  mean,  I  fuppofe,  that  you 
fairly  tranferibed  his  Words,  at  the  fame  Time  very 
i unfairly  perverting  his  Senfe. 

As  to  Athanafiusy  I  obferved  that  you  underftood 

?  See  my  Dcfenfe,  p.  409. 
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what  He  had  faid  againd  the  optoibtnov,  as  if  it  had  been 
fa  id  again  ft  the  ofzo&aioy,  betwixt  which  Two,  that 
accurate  Father  always  carefully  didinguidi’d.  To 
this  you  reply,  that  you  cited  Athanafius  to  confirm 
this  Propofition,  that  They  who  fay  the  Ejfence  of  the 
Son  is  like ,  or  equal,  to  that  of  the  Father ,  do  by  that 
afiribe  to  Him  another  numerical  Ejfence  fro?n  That  of 
the  Father .  I  perceive,  you  do  not  yet  underdand 
a  Syllable  of  what  Athanafus  was  (peaking  about. 
See  his  meaning  explain’d  in  my  Defenfe ,  pag.  409. 
Athanafius  is  fo  far  from  fuppofing  like ,  and  equal  to 
be  equivalent,  or  even  confident,  that  He  denies  That 
Elfence  to  be  equal,  which  is  only  like;  and  He  is 
not  obferving  that  either  an  equal ,  or  a  like  Ejfence 
muft  be  another  numerical  Effence,  but  that  an  Ef- 
fence  which  is  only  like  to  divine ,  mud  be  an  in¬ 
ferior  Eifence.  It  is  very  drange,  that  after  a  Key 
had  been  given  you  to  that  Paflage  in  Athanafius 9 
you  fhould  dill  go  on,  as  before,  to  confound  your 
Seif,  and  your  Readers.  As  to  the  other  Mifrepre- 
fentation  of  Athanafius ,  whom  you  fuppofe  an  After- 
tor  of  numerical  Identity  (which  is  making  Him  a 
Sake  Ilian,  according  to  your  Senfe  of  Numerical)  as 
to  this  Charge  upon  you,  you  are  pleafed  to  fay 
never  a  Word.  That  therefore  dands  as  it  did. 

VII.  In  the  next  place,  I  blamed  you  for  repre- 
fenting  Barnabas’s  Epidie,  c i  vqJqiS)  interpreting  it 
Spurious ,  tho’  That  be  not  the  Senfe  of  \y  vodrcis^ 
as  it  lies  in  Eujebius .  To  This  you  make  anfwer 
fp,  zo.)  that  you  neither  there,  nor  elfewhere  interpret 
thoje  Hrords  at  all.  This  is  another  Indance  wherein 
you  appear  to  be  more  unkind  to  your  fclf,  than  I 
had  been  to  you.  You  declare,  page  19th  of  your 
Difquifiions ,  that  Barnabas’s  Epidie  was  by  the  An~ 
tients  held  for  Spurious .  This  falfe  Affertion  ap¬ 
peared  fo  have  fome  Colour,  fuppofing  that  you  in¬ 
terpret 
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terpret  &  voS/ns  in  Eufebius,  to  mean  Spurious:  But 
without  That,  you  have  made  a  mijreport  of  the 
ntknts ,  and  have  no  Pretence  at  all  for  it.  Show 
me  what  AntientSy  or  where  They  reckon’d  Barna* 
bus's  II pi  file  Spurious  *.  If  you  chufe  rather  to  have 
k  thought  that  you  have  told  us  an  Untruth  with¬ 
out  any  Colour  for  it,  than  with  any,  be  it  fo:  I 
was  willing  to  put  the  mofl  candid  Conflru&ion  up¬ 
on  the  Thing;  and  I  fhall  do  fo  ftill,  if  you  will 
give  n  e  leave.  Fo*-,  I  obferve  that  alter  you  had 
faid  f  that  Eufebius  ranked  this  Epiflle  ci  \o5cis , 
you  immediately  fubjoin  thefe  Words,  Cotele- 
ri  us  conftjfes  that  He  inclines  to  the  Opinion  of  Ehofh 
who  thinks  it  is  not  the  Apoflle's.  Now,  this  is  fo 
■very  like  Commenting  on  'the  Phrafe ,  ci  yojoisy 
|uft  going  before,  that  hardly  one  Reader  in  a 
Hundred  could  ever  fufped:  that  you  underflood 
hy  <y?  voSois,  any  thing  elfe  but  Spurious  ;  that 
is,  falfly  aferib’d  to  Barnabas.  In  a  word ,  It 
feems  to  me  very  much  the  fame  thing,  whether  you 
interpret  a  Paffsge  thus,  or  whether  you  lead  your 
Reader  into  fuch  Interpretation:  The  Reader  is  equal¬ 
ly  deceived  either  way.  However,  if  you  infi/l  up¬ 
on  it,  that  you  neither  interpreted  the  Words  at  all, 
nor  intended  to  lead  your  Reader  into  any  fuch  /#- 
terpret  ation^  I  acquiefce;  provided  only  that  you 
give  us  any  tolerable  Account  of  your  laying  that 
this  Epiflle  was  look’d  upon  as  Spurious  by  the 
J$ytf  tents. 

VIII.  The  next  Thing  which  I  found  fault 

*  Cerre  quicquid  de  hac  Epiftola  dicant  recentiores  Critic?, 
wm  Barnaba  notfro  conllanter  aferibunt  vetere r,  Nemo  serte 
fait,  inejuit  6  neivu  Ceftricnlis  nofler,  qui  hanc  Epijlolam  Barnabse 
non  tribnerst-f  neque  in  ea  quidquam  apparet ,  quad  earn  Mate?® 
feral.  Cav.  Hi  (lor.  Literar.  Vwi.  i.  11. 
f  Difqu,  Mod.  p.  g. 
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with  ¥,  was  your  partial  Account  of  the  atnient 
Doxologies  f.  To  This  you  reply  (p.  that  you 
freely  acknowledge  your  Account  of  the  primitive  Daxo* 
logics  to  be  irrtperfebl,  as  wanting  the  Doxologies  of  Su 
Paul  and  St«  Jude,  which  are  the  befi  Rule  and  Standard 
of  Doxologies .  What?  better  than  St.  Johns,  or  St, 
Peter  si  But  This  it  is  to  aim  at  Wit.  Y  u  may 
pleafe  to  remember  that  we  were  not  talking  of  the 
Scripture- Doxologies,  but  of  thofe  which  are  to  be  met 
with  in  the  \Vritings  of  the  Fathers.  You  had  told 
us  in  your  Difqmfitions  a  notorious  Untruth,  that  the 
Fathers  of  the  firft  and  fecond  Century  never  ufed 
that  Form  of  Doxology ,  which  has  been  efpecially 
called  Catholic \}  but  that  the  Arian  Form  had  ob¬ 
tained  among  the  early  Fathers.  This  falfe  Account, 
I  foftly  called  a  partial  Account ;  to  be  as  render  of 
you  as  poffible.  It  is  well  known  that  or 

in  Doxologies,  is  the  fame  as  if  the  particle  be  ufed 
to  conned:  the  Perfons :  And  all  fuch  Forms  come 
under  the  Name  of  Catholic k,  as  oppofed  to  fuch  Forms 
as  have  only  or  ci-  Becaufe,  thos  Either  of 

thofe  Forms  may  indifferently  be  ufed,  and  have  been 
ufed  by  Catholicks  both  in  former  and  latter  Times  s 
Yet  after  the  Arians  had.  perverted  One  to  an 
ill  Senfe,  the  Catholic bj  chofe  for  the  mofl  part,  to 
make  ufe  of  the  Other..  Now  of  thofe  called  Ca¬ 
tholic^  Forms,  I  referr’d  to  Poly  carp's  -f,  the  Church 
of  Smyrna's  **,  and  Clemens's  of  Alexandria  ff,  all 

*  Dffen/e^  of  faeries,  p.  410.  f  Diiqu.  Mod.  p.  23.. 

4:  Me9-’  00  <rvi  TTv&lf/sciTi  olyib  y  |sc  &c.  Pojycarp. 

**  MjS-’  ow  rd  Qid  f(dl  crarpi  dylu  Ecclef. 

Smyrn. 

ft  T«  psjm  ctcctJ  <£  'yd,  \d  ffdf  Kurfi,  'imiclajtiyc?  yjyj  J/JW- 
,  <rxl.\co  'tjaj,  o-yy  <£  dyiaj  HViUfACni'  oruvfe,  rd  sv)  cz>  &  tk  7rdvn&, 
St  ov  ra  TroLVTu.  oi*  ov  to  uh.  eu  pst? ijj  ^ruvTtt;.  06  t&imn? 

Trv.vru  rd  uyaSrlth  Ttotvru  rd  xu\d  vAvtol  rd  aztfd,  rd  Tot, 

^ctvTeC  u  i}  Po\<x,  xcd  vvy  tel  n\  ry<;  triSwf,  Clem.  Alex.  Padag. 
1.3..  p.311.  Qx.  Ed. 
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within  the  Two  fird  Centuries,  and  landing  Evi¬ 
dences  of  the  Falfehood  of  your  Report,  fuppofing 
you  meant  that  neither  nor  auv*  nor  xa.\  were 
applied  in  Doxologies  to  the  Son  or  Holy-Ghoft.  In¬ 
deed,  if  any  of  them  are  applied  to  Either  of  thofe 
two  Perfons,  it  is  a  Contradi&ion  to  the  Ar'tan  Pre¬ 
tence  that  Neither  of  Them  fhould  be  glorified 
With  the  Father,  but  the  Father  glorified  in,  or  by 
Them.  You  tell  me  by  way  of  Reply  (p.  zc.)  that 
the  Words  of  Polycarp,  and  the  Church  of  Smyrna, 
comparing  the  Variation  of  Copies,  are  certainly  again fi  me. 
How  certainly  ?  I  know  of  no  Variation  there  is  with 
refpefl:  to  the  Church  of  Smyrna's:  Eufebim's  Copy, 
being  but  an  Abdraft,  wants  the  latter  part  of  the 
Epidle.  As  to  the  Variation  of  Polycarp's ,  it  cannot 
be  pretended  to  make  any  thing  certain  againd  me, 
unlefs  it  be  certain  that  Eufebim' s  Reading  be  the  bet¬ 
ter  of  the  two ;  which  is  by  no  means  probable. 
Befides,  that  at  the  word:,  <rw  is  applied  to  the  Son, 
.  even  in  Ettfebins's  Copy  :  I  fuppole,  you  do  not  in¬ 
fill  upon  the  Variation  of  your  own  contriving.  Be* 
fides  thefe ,  Clemens  his  Doxology  will  dill  dand 
good  againd  you,  and  St.  Bajil's  Tedimony  con¬ 
cerning  the  Doxologies  of  the  earlier  Centuries  *, 
tho*  the  Doxologies  produced  by  Him  reach  no 
higher  up  than  the  beginning  of  the  Third.  But 
the  Subjefl  of  Doxologies  having  been  accurately 
handled  of  late  by  Others,  I  diall  content  my  felf 
with  referring  to  their  learned  and  uleful  Tra<ds  up¬ 
on  it  f. 

IX.  I  cenfured  your  Account  of  Juftin  Martyr , 
as  being  one  continued  Mifreprefentation.  I  cond* 

*  Bafil.  de  Sp.  S.  c.  29.  p.  218.  222. 

*}■  Seafonable  Review  of  Mr .  Whifton’Jr-  Account  of  primitive 
X)oxologies.  Second  Review  by  the  fame  Hand . 
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dered  what  I  faid ;  and  ftiall  now  jollify  myCenfure. 
You  are  pieafed,  indeed,  to  put  on  a  more  than  ufuai 
Air  of  Aflurance  upon  this  Occafion.  The  brightefi 
Evidence  of  Truth  is  what  you  pretend  to,  (p,  31.) 
You  refolve  to  vindicate  your  Self  from  this  falfe  Im~ 
putation ,  and  to  make  Me  fenjible  of  my  Conduct ;  that 
I  have  very  artificially ,  very  faljly  reprejented  Juft  in 
Martyr  (p.  $i.)  have  been  guilty  of  pious  Frauds* 
and  notorious  Artifice  (p,  37.)  fuch  Artifice  and  Fraud 
as  you  have  feldcm  met  with  fib  id .)  A  Crowd  of 
Faljhoods  and  Mifreprefentations  you  charge  upon 
me  (p.  40.J  Yet,  after  all  thefe  big  Words,  and  fine 
Flourifhes,  fthe  Feeble  vaunts  of  a  defperate  Caufe 
that  needs  them )  I  will  venture  to  refer  the  Matter 
in  difpute  to  any  Man  of  tolerable  Capacity,  and 
moderate  Skill  in  the  learned  Languages,  I  intimated 
in  my  Defenfe  (p.^i.)  the  Drift  and  Defign  of 
Juflin  Martyr9 s  Dialogue,  of  that  Part  which  we  are 
now  principally  concern’d  with.  It  was  to  fhow 
that  there  was  a  divine  Perfon ,  One  who  was  really 
God  of  Abraham ,  Ifaac,  and  Jacoby  and  was  not  the 
Father ,  but  was  the  Logos ,  or  Chrifl .  This  Account 
of  Juflin ,  I  will  firft  demonllrate  to  be  true  and 
right;  and  next  fhow  how  eafy  it  is  to  take  off 
all  your  boafted  Reafins ,  or  rather  Cavils  to  the 
contrary. 

1.  juflin  Martyr  obferves,  in  the  Beginning  of  his 
Dialogue  f,  that  the  Chriftians  acknowledged  no  other 
Cody  than  the  Jews  did.  cc  There  never  will  be,  O 
“  Trypho ,  nor  ever  was,  fince  the  World  began,  ano- 
lC  ther  God  (&AAos  ©205)  befides  the  Maker  and 
u  Difpofer  of  the  Univerfe:  Nor  do  we  imagine  that 
our’s  is  one  God,  and  your's  Another,  but  it  is 
Sc  one  and  the  fame,  that  brought  your  Fathers  out  of 

%  Defenfe  of  Queries,  p.  41 0. 
f  jufbn-.  Mart.  Dial.  p.  34.  Ieb» 

h: 


Egypt 


L  50  ] 

<c  Eg}?*  with  a  eighty  Hand,  and  flretched-out  Arm  i 
«  Nor  do  we  reff  our  Hopes  in  any  Other  (for 
«  there  is  none  Other;  but  in  Him  whom  you  Hope 
“  in,  the  God  of  Abraham,  Ifaac>  and  Jacob.  From 
hence  may  be  fee n  how  far  Juftin  is  from  averting  two 
Gods .  There  is  nor,  according  to  Him,  nor  ever 
was,  nor  will  be  cLWos  ©eJ$,  another  God  befides 
the  God  of  the  Jews,  the  God  of  Abraham,  Ifaac, 
and  Jacob.  Thus  far  He  and  Trypho  were  agreed. 

2.  ft  was  agreed  likewife  between  Juftin  and  Try* 
pho,  that  one  certain  Perfon,  the  fame  that  created  the 
World,  and  who  is  often  /poke  of  in  the  old  Tefh- 
nent,  as  Creator  of  the  Univerfe;  who  was  own’d 
by  the  Jews  under  that  Title,  and  by  Chriftians 
more  efpeeially  under  the  Name  of  Father ;  I  fay,  it 
was  agreed  that  That  Perfon  was  God  of  Abraham , 
Ifaac,  and  Jacob. 

3*  Jtiftin  Martyr y  over  and  above,  afferts  that  That 
Perfon ,  had  another  Perfon  with  Him,  a  real  and  pro • 
per  Son;  which  Son  was  alfo  God  and  Lord ,  and  God 
of  Abraham ,  Ifaac,  and  Jacob.  This  was  the  chief 
Matter  in  debate  between  Juftin  and  Trypho ;  and  up¬ 
on  which  J aft  in  Martyr  /pends  many  Pages  in  his 
Dialogue ,  alluding  to  it  alfo  elfev/here.  Now,  the 
main  Point  in  difpute  between  You  and  Me,  ic,  whe» 
therThis  was  rea \\y  Juftin  s  meaning,  or  no.  I  muff 
prove  every  Syllable  of  what  I  here  affert ;  and 
therefore  muff  dwell  the  longer  upon  this  Article. 
Juft  in,  i  fay,  a  fie;  ts  another  Perfon,  befides  the  Father, 
to  be  really  God,  God  of  Abraham,  &c.  He  maintains 
that  <£aAc$  g<7Z  j  or  ©gflst,  Another 

is  God,  which  He  elfewhere  expreffes  bv  <xAA os  t's 
another  who  is  God,  befides  the  Father;  which  comes  to 

*  Juft.  Martyr.  Dial.  p.  147.  163, 
t  juft.  Dial.  p.  is 8-  161.  164. 
i  Juft.  Dial.  p.  16 J.  i6f. 
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the  fame  as  another  Per  Jon  befides  the  Father.  Inflead 
of  faying  Father,  He  generally  expreffes  it  by  the 
Title  of  Creator  of  all  Things ;  the  reafon  of  which 
I  conceive  to  be,  that  both  He  and  Trypho  received 
Him  under  that  Notion ;  but  under  the  Notion 
of  Father 9  in  J mins  Senfe,  tie  was  not  received 
by  Trypho }  the  Queflion  betwixt  them  being  chiefly 
This,  whether  He  was  a  Father  in  a  proper  Senfe, 
that  is,  whether  He  had  really  a  Son,  Hence,  I  con¬ 
ceive  it  is  that  Juftin  fo  often  denotes  the  Father  by 
the  Title  of  Maker  of  all  Things ,  rather  than  by  the 
Title  of  Father.  Yet  He  does  fometimes  make  ufe 
of  the  Title  of  Father ,  inflead  of  the  other.  He 
fays  in  one  place  b  rniTHp  w9  * **  inflead  of  faying 
o  mvjTK  ryf  oAcov  lev:  which,  tho*  not  fo  ac¬ 
curate  while  difputing  with  a  Jew>  ferves  however 
to  fliow  that  thofe  two  Titles  were  only  different 
Txprefiions,  denoting  the  fame  Perfon.  Juftin^  in  his 
firft  apology,  where  He  is  again  upon  the  fame  Ar¬ 
gument,  {files  the  Father  o  ntcuTyip  r  oAccv,  Father  of 
all  Things  i  in  the  fame  place  cenfuring  the  Jews  for 
not  acknowledging  that  He  had  a  Son  f,  that  is,  not 
acknowledging  Him  to  be  a  Father ,  in  a  peculiar  and 
proper  Senfe.  This  I  take  notice  of  to  confirm  what 
I  have  already  obferved,  that  it  was  not  proper  for 
Juftin ,  in  difpute  with  a  Jew ,  to  call  the  Father  by 
a  Title  which  the  Jews  did  notown,  but  rather  by 
Another  which  was  acknowledged  on  both  Sides, 
viz.  Aiaker  of  all  Things ,  or  however,  Father  of  all 
Things ,  not  Father  fimply.  To  proceed  :  Juftin  af- 
ferts  and  often  inculcates  that  this  Maker ,  or  Father , 
of  all  Things  has  a  Son  an  only  begotten  Son  be* 

*  Juft.  Dial.  p.  261. 
t  Juft.  Apol  1.  p  in. 

4:  Juftin.  Mart.  Dial.  p.  iq5*  571. 

**  juft.  Dial.  p.  309. 
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gotten  before  the  Creation  1 ,  begotten  of  H'tmfelf  *, 
(c*  SeS,  and  g£  gcttrrS)  without  ^bfeijfton  or  Di- 
vifion  3 ,  ftriUly  and  properly  4  (i’J'iois,  and  M&toS ) 
a  Son,  and  r^//y  ('not  nominally)  diftindl:  from  Him  5. 
He  alTerts  farther  and  proves  at  large,  that  this  very 
Son  is  really  God ,  not  called  God  only,  but  is  God  6  : 
And  Juftin  never  fays  that  He  is  God  by  voluntary 
appointment,  or  as  Reprefentative  of  the  Father  ;  but  as 
Son  of  God ,  He  is  God7.  The  fame  is  God  of  the 
Jews,  God  of  Abraham,  Jfaac,  and  Jacob ,  accord¬ 
ing  to  Juftin.  This  laft  particular  is  what  You 
and  I  chiefly  differ  upon  ;  and  therefore  I  muff  be 
the  more  full  and  copious  in  the  Proof  of  it. 

It  is  a  Rule  and  Maxim  with  Juftin  that  God 
the  Father  never  appeared ;  which,  I  fuppofe,  I  need 
not  prove  to  you,  becaufe  you  your  felf  contend 
for  it,  and  in  the  Title-Page  of  your  Reply ,  recom¬ 
mend  the  Determination  of  the  Sirmian  Synod  in 
Anathematizing  any  that  fliould  fay,  the  Father  ap¬ 
peared  to  ^Abraham.  Pleafe  then  to  take  notice,  that 
Juftin  Martyr  quotes  8  Exod .3.  1 6.  where  it  is  faid, 
The  Lord  God  of  your  Fathers ,  the  God  of  Abraham, 
of  Ifaac,  and  of  Jacob  appeared  unto  me,  &c.  Thefe 
Words  Juftin,  upon  his  Principles,  mufl:  have  under- 

1  Judin.  Mart.  Dial.  p.  185.  187.  197,  29 6.  364.  37 f.  395* 
Comp.  Apol.i.  p.  69.  90.  101.  1 13.  Apol.  2.  p.  13. 

x  Juft.  Dial.  p.  183.  Apol.  I*  p.  44. 

3  Juft.  M.  Dial.  p.  183*  373-  Comp.  Parpen.  p.  127. 

4  Juft.  Mart.  Apol.i.  p.44.46.  Apol.  2.  p,  13. 

f  Jutiin; Dial-  p-  w-  ,  i  .  ,  .  -  „ 

6  E 71  fCi  Xzytrzot  ©so?  xcu  xy&«?  srs^o?  Var*p  r  wn ojthv  T  oXcov, 

S?  > tea,  WA /yiA®-  KuXiiTxi.  Dial,  p  161.  ^Ay/sA©**  KaXupivot 
©so?  p.  187.  Qso's  KxXeiTcq,  xod  ©so?  s’??  xcc)  s ?w/,  p.  I  76. 

&icv  tyvgov  taxi  Trgyni’JvyjTiv  xesw*  &vtu  i$)Xa<rzt  p.  231*  <Pil- 

fiv  uvetf,  p.  367. 

7  Juft.  M.  Dial.  p.  364.  366.  37*-  37«>  Apol.i.  p.123. 

|  Juft.  M.  Dial.  p.  178.  779.  Comp .  Dial.  p.  366, 
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flood  of  Chrift:  He  was  the  Lord  God,  the  God 
of  Abraham,  &c.  v/ho  appeared .  And  indeed  Juft  in 
quotes  the  Text  for  that  very  purpofe,  to  prove  that 
Chrift  is  God .  Soon  after  He  asks  the  Com¬ 
pany,  whether  They  did  not  yet  perceive  that  He 
who  appeared  to  Mofes,  had  declared  Himfelf  to  be 
the  God  of  Abraham  ¥,  &c.  This  Faflage  I  before 
cited  in  my  Defenfe  (p.  $7.)  to  prove  that,  accord¬ 
ing  to  Juft  in,  Chrift  Himfelf  was  God  of  Abraham . 
This  you  complain  of,  very  ridiculoufly  (Reply,  p.37,) 
calling  it  a  Piece  of  Artifice ,  and  I  know  not  what,  as 
if  I  had  flopp'd  where  I  ought  not ;  whereas  it  is 
impoffible  that  Juftin  s  Words  ftiould  have  any  other 
meaning  than  That  which  I  have  given :  The 
following  Words  in  Juftin  are  fo  far  from  confront¬ 
ing  this  Senfe,  that  They  do  nothing  more  than  re¬ 
peat  and  confirm  the  fame  Thing.  For  after  Ju- 
ftin  had  thus  plainly  aflerted  that  Chrift  was  God 
of  Abraham ,  &c.  proving  it  from  the  Text  in  Exo - 
dus  ;  Trypho  objeds,  that  polfibly  it  might  be  an 
Angel  only  that  appeared,  and  God  ('that  is  God  the 
Father)  might  fpeak  to  Mofes  by  that  Angel.  To 
which  Juftin  replies,  Admit  that  both  God  and 
<e  an  Angel  were  concern’d  in  that  Appearance  to 
“  Mofesy  as  has  been  proved  from  the  Tex?  cited, 
t£  yet  (l  infift  upon  it)  that  the  Maker  of  all 
Things  was  not  the  Gody  (ov  that  Divine  Perfon) 
£C  who  told  Mofes  that  He  Himfelf  was  God  of  Abra- 
<c  ham,  and  God  of  Jfaac ,  and  God  of  Jacob ;  but 
it  was  He  of  whom  I  have  proved  to  you,  that  He 
<c  appeared  to  Abraham,  and  to  Jacob ,  adminiftrin^ 
<£  to  the  Will  of  the  Maker  of  all  Things  f.  Juftin 

*  ’£2  ivJjss?  wovkxts,  Aspor,  <kt  ov  Mar  vs  'rAyftXov  civ  <xvcl 

fyXtyoc,  outdo,  xurn<s  av  rof  M a<m,  on 

uvrli  s&v  e  ©so?  A GpotctjUj,  k}  'Irotax,  ’I<t*6;/3;  Juft.  Dial.  p.  179= 
f  Oo%  0  rtbiiiTw  r  oAav  tfsef  ©te$  6  rj  Mars?  ttdav  ccvtdv  sTvaf 
Vsll  ’AfysckyJ,  xm  Btlv  'Wax*,  nod  ©ssV  ‘hixko3  aAA'  o'  'tin&ixfitlq 
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goes  on  to  prove  this  from  the  Abfurdity  of  fuppofing 
that  God  the  Father  thouid  appear  in  that  manner  : 
upon  which  Trypho  is  convinc’d  that  He  that  appear'd 
to  Abraham-,  and  was  called  God  and  Lord,  and  was 
Gc-d,  was  not  the  Maker  of.  all  Things  ;  not  God  the 
Father,  but  Another,  who  was  alfo  an  Angel.  Then 
Juftih  proceeds  to  give  farther  Proof,  that  none  ap¬ 
peared  to  Mofes  in  the  BuPn  but  He  only,  who  is 
called  an  Angel ,  and  is  really  God,  namely  Cbrift 
the  Son  of  God.  To  thefe  Teftimcnies  I  fhall  Tub- 
join  one  more  out  o  f  Juftins  fir  ft  Apology,  which 
in  English  runs  thus.  “  Now  what  was  laid  to  Mo  - 
(t  ftes,  out  of  the  Bufti,  I  am  the  I  am,  the  God 
u  of  Abraham ,  and  the  God  of  Ifaac,  and  the  God 
“  of  Jacob ,  and  the  God  of  thy  Fathers,  denotes  that 
<e  They,  tha  dead,  are  ftill  in  being,  and  are  Men 
Cc  of  Chrift  Himfelf  *.  fn  this  Paftage,  Chrift  is  plain¬ 
ly  aflerted  to  be  the  o  cou  the  /  am ,  or  God  of 
the  Jews,  God  of  Abraham ,  Ifaac,  and  Jacob .  By 
four  exprefsTcftimonies  out  of  Jufiin,  this  momentous 
Point  is  eftablifh’d  ;  And  the  whole  Tcnour  of  this 
Father’s  Writings  confirms  it.  The  Sum  then  of 

O 

Juft  in  s  D  o&rific  is  This.  That  there  is  no  other 
God  befides  the  God  of  the  fews,  the  God  of  Abra - 
ham,  ifaac ,  and  Jacob:  That  God  the  Father  is  God 
of  the  Jews ,  God  of  Abraham ,  frc.  That  there  is 
Another  befides  the  Father,  who  is  alfo  God  of  the 
Jews ,  God  of  Abraham ,  &c.  and  this  Other  is  the 
Logos ,  or  Chrifty  the  proper  and  only  Son  of  the  Father, 
undivided  and  infeparable  from  Him,  tho*  Begotten 
of  Him.  The  Conclufion  from  all  is,  that  Chrifl  is 


v>b~v  cbpfixj  rJ  fS  ’lax#?,  tv ]  &  ttviz/tS  T  cXuv  fo.turi 

C'&rgsTwv.  Jufl:.  Dial  p.  180. 

*  To  bs  iipYiUftvoi  eit  /3 urn  tc-j  Mairs?,  tyu  ti/LOi  o  cJv  o 
*Ao  ccx.u> ,  vl  b  T<rxxz,  xxt  o  ©«?,?  ’Ixko)!,  zxi  o  Oecc  T  TnzTi- 

fw  <r%,  mifba.vUxo't  5"  <c  chm yuvbvl&.s  cyA.viss  fAivuv,  xxi  livcy  abrov 

tou  ufofvxxs.  Juft.  Apol.  I •  p.  I  23.  Ox. 

God 


/ 


[  55  ] 

God,  and  yet  not  Another  God  from  the  Father,  but 
& AAcs  r\$y  another  P  dr  fin  only  *.  7  his  is  Juftws 

true,  genuine,  certain  Doftrine,  which  being  thus 
proved"  and  fix’d  >  all  your  Pretences  to  the  contrary 
drop  at  once.  HoweVer,  that  I  may  not  feem  to 
negled  any  thing  you  have  to  fay,  I  ihall  briefly 
examine  your  Objections,  one  by  one. 

i.  One  is,  that  Juftin  often  fpeaks  of  @eos 'eTtgog 
rov  'Xoiyirlco  T§f  oAav.  Another  God  befides 
the  Maker  of  all  Things.  But  I  have  fhown  from 
Juftin  s  own  Interpretation,  fbefides  that  in  flxibi  Pro¬ 
priety,  the  Words  require  no  more )  that  the 
meaning  is  only  this,  that  there  is  iAA o$  ns,  ano¬ 
ther  who  is  God:  befides  Him  whom  both  Ssdes  ac¬ 
knowledged  under  the  Title  of  Alaker  of  all  Usings; 
that  is,  befides  Him  whom  Chriftians  call  the  Father . 
Juftin  then  meant  only  that  there  is  another  Perfon 
befides  the  Father,  who  is  alfo  God.  To  this  you 
except  t,  that  the  word  Perfon  or  Hypoftafis  was  not 
known  to  Juftin.  And  what  if  He  ufes  not  the 
Word,  might  He  not  without  the  Word,  affert 
the  Thing l  J/AAA 05  r]s  really  fignifies,  and  is  right¬ 
ly  rendered  another  Perfon .  But  you  except  farther, 
that  Juftin  does  not  only  fay  another ,  but 

ciejDjua'engoS}  another  in  Number ;  and  how  can  Fa¬ 
ther  and  Son  be  numerically  the  fame  God,  if  they 
be  numerically  differing?  To  which  I  anfwer  that  They 
are  different  Perfons,  numerically  different :  And  that 
this  was  really  Juft  ins  Senfe,  is  manifeff  from  his 
oppofing  the  Word,  oL^fjtcc  another  Thing  in 

Number  to  that  which  qvgju.xti  uq\qv  a&djueiTcq 
on) y  differs  nominal ly}  not  really  f.  He  did  not  in- 

*  See  my  Sermons ,  p.  299,  3  00. 
t  Difquif.  Med.  p.  29. 

T  Vid.  j tull i n -  Dial.  p.  3 7 3. 
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tend  to  fay  that  Father  and  Son  were  two  Cods,  but 
only  that  They  were  more  than  two  Names  of  the 
fame  Thing;  as  home  Hereticks  taught,  before  Sabellius . 
In  this  Senfe,  none  of  the  Poft-Nicene  Writers  ever 
deny’d  that  the  Son  is  em-gos,  or  gr zgov 

Another,  or  another  Thing,  really  diftind  from  the  Fa¬ 
ther  *.  The  fame  way  of  fpeaking  you  will  find  in 
the  Church,  as  low  as  Damafcen  f.  But  you  fay, 
(Mod.  Difqtiift  p.  2p. )  that  the  Poft-Nicene  Fathers 
guarded  their  Expreffions  by  the  Word  Hypoftafts , 
which  Juftin  does  not.  And  what  if  the  Difputcs 
which  happen’d  after  Juft  ins  Time,  made  it  necef- 
fary  to  guard  fuch  Expreffions  as  having  been  ufecj 
formerly  without  Offenfe,  came  at  length  to  be 
perverted  to  an  ill  Meaning  ?  There  is  nothing  ftrange 
in  This.  It  is  well  obferved  by  the  judicious  and 
learned  Dn-Pin,  fpeaking  indeed  of  Theognoftus ,  but 
the  Remark  is  applicable  to  others  of  the  slntients> 
who  may  claim  the  like  Favour  of  Interpretation. 
<c  Phot  ins ,  fays  He,  has  wrongfully  accufed  Theog - 

noftus  to  have  erred  concerning  the  Divinity  of  the 
<c  Son,  upon  the  Score  of  a  few  Expreffions  that 
ct  did  not  agree  with  Thofe  of  his  own  Age ;  with- 
ic  out  taking  notice  that  tho*  the  Antients  have  fpo* 
<f  ken  differently  as  to  this  Point,  yet  the  Founda- 
“  tion  of  the  Do&rine  was  always  the  fame ;  and 
“  that  it  is  an  horrid  Injuftice  to  require  Them  to 
“  fpeak  as  nicely,  and  with  as  much  Precaution  as 
cc  Thofe  that  lived  after  the  Birth  and  Condemnation 
M  of  Hcreftes.  In  a  word,  tho’  Juft  in  has  not  ufed 
the  like  Guards  with  the  Poft-Nicene  Writers,  fince 
He  had  not  the  like  Occaffons ;  Yet  His  Senfe, 

*  Bafil.  Ep.  300.  p.  107*0.  Ath'an.  Orat.  4.  p.  6 19.  Corrtr,- 
Sabell.  p.  41.  Cyril;  Alex.  Thefaur/  p.  60.  1 10.  Ambr.  de  Fid» 
1.  3.  c.  ly.  Greg.  NyiT.  Cat.  Orat.  cap.i, 

f  Vid,  Damafcen.  1.  1,  c.  6,  lib.  3.  c.  6 • 
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without  any  fuch  Guards ,  is  plain  enough  to  an y  Man 
that  duly  weighs  and  confiders  it. 

2.  You  pretend  from  Juft  in  (Difqit.  Mod.  p.  33.) 
that  Chrid  is  not  Maker  of  all  Things .  But  this  you 
can  never  prove  out  of  Juflin:  For,  all  that  Juflin 
meant,  by  didinguifhing  Chrid  from  the  Maker  of 
all  ThingSi  was  only  This,  that  Chrid  is  not  that 
Perfon ,  ordinarily  and  eminently  filled  Makgr  of  all 
Things,  that  is,  He  is  not  the  Father  Himfelf,  as  fome 
Ucreticks  pretended*  and  as  the  Jews  in  eifed  taught, 
by  applying  thefe  Texts  to  God  the  Father ,  which 
Juflin  interprets  of  God  the  Son. 

3.  You  objed  that  Chrid  does  nothing  of  his 
own  Po?ver.  This  is  no  where  faid  by  J aft  in  of 
Ohrid,  eonbdered  in  his  highed  Capacity.  Juflin 
indeed  admits  that  both  the  Power  and  Suhflance  of 
the  Son  is  derived  from  the  Father.  But  This  is  a 
different  thing  from  faying  that  Chrid  did  nothing 
by  his  own  Power.  The  Father’s  Power  is  his  Power, 
Chrid’s  own  Power. 

4.  You  objed  (Dijqu.  Mod.  p,  30. 33.)  That  Chrid 

is  no  more  than  the  Chief  Power  (  3uvxjlu$  ) 

after  the  Chief  God,  pfl)  rlv  ©sop.  But 

Juflin  no  where  puts  thole  Words  together  as  you 
have  done.  He  does  indeed  fay,  that  the  Son  is 
the  principal  Power  after  ('that  is  next  in  order  to)  the 
Father  of  all  Things  *:  which  is  no  more  than  to 
fay,  that  He  is  the  next  Perfon  to  the  Father,  as  all 
allow.  What  Inference  can  you  draw  from  thence 
againd  our  Principles?  As  to  the  Words  '7rg5r©'* 
020$,  Chief  God ,  it  is  Plato's  ExprefTion,  and,  as  fuch, 
cited  by  Juft  in. 

5.  You  objed  that  Chrid  hath  all  that  He  hath 
from  the  Father *  This  is  true,  and  acknowledged  by 

*  Jail.  Mart.  Apoh  1.  p.  66. 

f  juft,  Apob  I.-  p.  1 14, 
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all  Cat  ho  licks,  before  and  after  the  Nic  ene-  Co  until,  from 
Juft  in  *  down  to  Damafcen  f. 

6 .  You  objedt  that,  according  to  Juftin  (Diftju. 
p.  3  3 .)  Chri/l  could  not  he  faved  hut  by  the  Help  of  God . 
This  is  fpoke  of  Chrift ,  in  refpett  of  his  Humanity ; 
and  brought  in  among  the  Proofs  of  Chrift' s  being  a 
Man  f.  And  it  was  fuirable  to  Chrift’s  humble  State 
on  Earth,  for  an  Example  and  LefTon  to  other  Men, 
to  refer  all  to  God. 

7.  You  object  that  Chrift  is  martifeftly  diftinguifh' d 
from  the  God  of  Abraham .  But  this  is  manifeftly 
falfe,  in  your  Senfe  of  it.  Chrift  is  plainly  God  of 
Abraham,  according  to  Juft  in ;  as  hath  been  before 
fhown.  You  may  fay,  if  you  pleafe,  that  the  Fa¬ 
ther  is  diftinguifh’d  from  the  God  of  Abraham;  which 
is  true,  as  He  is  diftinguifh’d  from  the  Sen ,  who  is 
God  of  Abraham:  In  like  manner,  I  prefumc,  we 
may  allow  that  the  Son  is  diftinguifh’d  from  the  God 
of  Abraham ,  and  leave  you  to  make  your  utmoft 
Advantage  of  it.  You  obferve,  that  when  the  Son 
is  diftinguifh’d  from  the  God  of  Abraham ,  there  is 
added,  beftdes  whom  there  is  no  other  God.  From  thence 
you  may  learn,  that  tho*  the  Son  be  God  of  Abra¬ 
ham,  as  well  as  the  Father ,  yet  there  are  not  two 
Gods  of  Abraham:  The  Son  is  not  another  God  of 
Abraham ,  but  another  Perfon  only. 

8.  You  objedt  farther  ( Difeju.  Mod.  p.  27.  $3.) 
that  Chrift  would  not  fujfer  Himfelf  to  be  called  Good , 
but  remitted  that  Title  to  the  Father  only  **.  You 
fhould  have  added,  as  Juftin  does  in  the  fame  place, 
that  Chrift  was  a  Worm,  and  no  Man ,  the  Scorn  of 

*  aI’ticc,  ulrd  iivut,  xccl  evvarof  noil  y.vg/,'0,  xcd  $■?£.  Juft. 
Dhl.  p.  374. 

,  -r,  /  7  ft  V  1  ,  t  \  \  ~  \  '5/  * 

•j-  llacvTK  ay  oizt  ££?  o  xca  n>  xvsvfAU  f;$  y  'TW.'coa,  g£C-f,  x.cct 

etvro  to  hum.  Damafc.  de  Fid.  Orth-  iib.  I.  c.  10, 

i  Vid.  Juft.  Mart.  Dial.  p.  2^3.  Comp.  30?. 

#t  Juft.  Mart.  Dial,  p.  298. 
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ji4en>  ami  the  out*  c aft  of  the  People :  and  then  the  Rea¬ 
der  would  have  feen  plainly  what  Juftm  was  talk¬ 
ing  about. 

p.  You  objed  that  C  hr  iff  is  not  called  God  by  Ju¬ 
ft  in,  on  account  of  his  having  the  Father  s  Fffence  com¬ 
municated-  to  Him,  but  becaufe  of  his  being  begotten  of 
Him  before  the  Creation:  That  is,  Juftm  has  not  faid 
it  in  Terms ,  tho*  He  has  in  Senfe.  To  be  the  proper 
Son  of  the  Father,  and  to  be  begotten  of  Him  infe- 
par  ably ,  and  without  Divifion >  (which  is  Juftm9 s  Do¬ 
ctrine)  is  the  fame  Thing  as  to  have  the  Nature  or 
Effence  of  the  Father  communicated  to  Him.  This 
is  clear,  from  Juftins  Similitudes  and  Iiluflrations  *. 
For,  I  fuppofe,  one  Fire  lighted  of  another,  is  of  the 
fame  Nature  with  that  other :  And  thus  it  is,  that 
the  Nicene  Fathers  fuppofed  the  Son  to  be,  as  it 
were,  Light  of  Light ;  intending  thereby  to  fignify 
his  Con fubfantiality f 

10.  But  you  objed,  that  the  Son  (according  to 
Juftm)  is  God  by  the  Will  of  the  Father .  This  might 
be  underftood  in  a  good  Senfe,  had  it  been  aflejted 
by  Jufiin.  But  the  Pafl'age  which  you  build  this 
upon,  does  not  fay  fo  much ;  as  fliall  be  Blown  in 
another  Place,  and  as  I  have  before  obferved  in  my 
Tefenft,  p.  1 3  I . 

11. -Bu t  Chrifl)  you  fay,  is  fubfervient  to  the  Will 
of  the  Father.  And  what  if  it  plcafed  the  fecond 
Perfon  of  the  Bleflcd  Trinity  to  t  ran  fad  all  Matters 
between  God  the  Father  and  Mankind  :  Be  thankful 
for  it,  and  make  not  your  felf  a  Judge  of  the  divine, 
and  myfterious  Difpenfations.  I  obferved  in  my 
Defenfe,  (p.  289.J  that  one  Perfon  may  be  Delegate 
to  another,  without  being  of  an  inferior  Nature: 
Otherwife  one  Man  could  not  be  Delegate  to  another. 
This  thin  Piece  of  Sophiftry ,  you  undertake  to  amfweC 

*  Vid.  Juft.  Dial.  p.  1  S3.  373- 
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(Reply,  in  thefe  Words.  Gne  Avdan  may  be 

Delegate  to  another,  becaufe  He  is  another  Individuum 
of  the  fame  Species ,  but  different  in  his  particular  Effence 
from  Him ;  But  dares  the  Doctor  fay  the  fecond  or  third 
Pcrfon  thus  differs  from  the  firfi  i  To  which  I  re¬ 
ply,  that,  from  your  own  Confeffton,  it  is  mani- 
fefl  that  meerly  from  Delegation  no  Argument 
C3n  be  drawn  to  Inferiority  of  Nature  \  which  was 
the  Point  I  was  upon,  and  which  is  fufficicntly 
proved  by  that  Inftance.  As  to  the  Perfons  differing 
from  each  other,  as  one  Man  differs  from  another,  I 
readily  deny  any  fuch  Difference  among  the  divine 
Perfons :  And  1  leave  you  to  prove  at  leifure,  that 
all  Delegation  requires  it.  When  you  can  do  That, 
3  fliall  fubmit  to  the  Charge  of  Sap  hi  fry :  In  the 
mean  time,  plcafe  to  fuffer  it  to  lie  at  your  own 
Door. 

Having  thus  conficer’J  3II,  or  however  your  mofl 
confiderable  Pretences  from  Juftin  Martyr,  and  fhown 
them  to  be  weak  and  frivolous ;  I  hope  I  may  have 
leave  once  more  to.  fay,  that  your  Account  of  this 
father  is  one  continued  Adifreprefentation.  You  have, 
under  this  Article,  took  a  great  deal  of  pains  to 
weaken  the  Force  of  an  Argument  which  I  had  ufed 
in  my  Defenfe ,  Query  id.  p.  28,  &c.  It  would  break 
my  Method  too  much  here,  to  attend  you  in  it;  to 
ihow  how  you  have  left  my  main  Arguments  and 
Teftimonies  untouch’d,  and  have  done  little  more 
than  endeavoured  to  confront  them  with  other  Tefti- 
monics;  which,  notwithffanding,  when  rightly  under- 
ffood,  are  nothing  at  all  to  the  purpofe.  If  the  Reader 
pleafes  but  to  confidcr  and  compare  what  I  have  faid 
in  my  Defenfe ;  I  am  not  apprehenfive  that  your  Pre¬ 
tences  can  have  much  weight  with  Him.  However,  if  a 
proper  Occafon  offers,  and  if  need  be,  or  if  I  have 
pot  fufficiently  obviated  them  already,  I  may  per¬ 
haps  take  fome  farther  notice  of  the  In,  either  in  a 
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fccondPart  to  This,  or  elfewhere,  whenever  my  Adver- 
faries  jfhall  favour  me  with  a  large  and  particular  Ex¬ 
amination  of  the  whole  Piece.  I  full  now  proceed,  in 
my  Method,  to  another  Article  of  the  Charge. 

X.  The  tenth  Thing  which  I  charged  you  with 
( Defenfe ,  p.  41 1 . )  was,  that  in  your  Dtfqmjitions  (p.6 1 .) 
you  took  occafon  from  the  Latin  Verfion  to  mrfre- 
prefent  Athenagoras. ,  infinuating  from  it  that  the  Son 
is  not  like  the  Father.  Here  you  are  fo  ingenuous, 
as  to  plead  Guilty,  and  to  give  me  leave  to  Triumph; 
(Reply,  p.  14.J  but  with  this  Sting  in  it,  that  it  is 
the  only  Argument  I  attempted  to  anfiver.  But  whether 
That  be  fo  or  no,  our  Readers,  I  fuppole,  may  be 
the  propereft  Judges,'  to  whom  I  leave  it  and 
proceed. 

XI.  I  charged  you  farther  (Defen/e,  p.  41 1.)  with 

another  Mifconfrudion  of  a  Paffage  in  Athenagoras  $ 
a  very  famous  one,  and  of  Singular  ufe  in  this  Con- 
troverfy.  You  appeared  to  Me  to  conflrue  the  Words 
&X  ytVQfMVW  not  as  eternally  generated \  which 
is  a  very  new  and  peculiar  Conftrudion.  You  deny 
the  Fad,  as  indeed  you  may  well  be  afhamed  to 
own  it.  But  I  fhall  literally  tranflate  that  Paragraph 
of  your  Book,  and  then  the  Reader  may  the  more 
eafily  judge  of  it.  tc  Hence  it  appears  that  Athe- 
cc  nagoras,  with  the  Chrifians  of  the  fame  Age,  be- 
<f  lieved  the  Father  only  to  be  Qecv  kyivvij tqv  xctl 
<c  kitlov,  Cod  unbegotten  and  eternal ,  and  the  Son  of 
fC  God  the  Father  to  be  filed  vr^Srzy  yei /ytyuac , 
(e  The  firft  Ojf-fpring ,  cc$  ywo/uivov,  not  on  the 
tf  account  of  any  eternal  Generation,  properly  fo 
“  called,  fuch  as  might  conf  irute  the  Son  $ 

<c  u(pi<y£mL)  living  and  fubjifting  by  Himfelf,  in,  or 

UgsoTvv  ymvffjju,  sjvcct  tzS  frarg  1,  %%  ca;  e 

©205,  ‘,»5  &'Lioe>  av,  tlyfiv  a-j7v$  iv  IxvtS  tzv  Aoyov  a  tins 

f h.  Athenag.  c.  iq.  p.  38, 
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u  out  of  the  Father;  but  becaufe  the  Father  being 
cc  Himfeif  an  eternal  Mind  had  from  Eternity  ao^pv, 
cc  Rea/on,  in  Himfeif,  ciidices  A oyixoc  Wj  being  eter- 
*c  nally  rational  *.  The  Reader  muft  here  obferve 
that  as  you  intermix  Greeks  v/ith  your  Sentences  fix 
Times,  in  the  fame  manner,  lo  in  five  of  them,  the 
Words  immediately  following  the  Greeks  are  plainly 
intended  as  the  Conflru&ion,  or  Interpretation  of  it, 
I  had  therefore  good  Rcafon,  from  parity  of  Circum- 
ftances,  to  take  the  Words  immediately  following 
thofe  Greeks  Words  as  your  Con- 

ftrucTion ,  or  Interpretation  of  Them  :  efpecially 
fince  you  begin  with  the  negative  Particle,  juft  as 
the  Greeks  does.  You  feem  to  be  fo  fenfible  of  This 
your  felf,  that  when  in  yom  Reply  (p.  iq.,)  you  come 
to  give  your  Englifh  Reader  a  different  Turn  of  the 
PafTage,  you  are  forced  to  leave  the  Greeks  Words 
w  ycvo/Ajjov  quite  out :  For  had  They  appear¬ 
ed  here  in  your  Reply,  as  They  do  in  your  Difqui- 
Jitions,  the  Reader  would  have  feen  at  once  that  my 
Cenfure  was  juft.  But  let  us,  for  Argument  fake, 
admit  your  Plea,  that  you  did  not  intend  thofe  Words 
following  u4tbenagarasy s  Greeks  as  an  Interpretation  of 
it;  do  you  confider  how  unaccountable  a  Part  you 
have  aded  in  citing  the  Words  at  all?  They  arc 
.Words  which  we  greatly  Value,  and  by  a  Strefs  up¬ 
on,  as  being  of  irrefiftible  Force  againft  the  Brians, 
Ought  you  nor,  while  you  wrere  pleading  the  Caufe 
of  j4rianifm  from  this  very  PafTage,  to  have  attempted 
fbme  Solution  of  the  Difficulty  arifing  from  thofe 
Words,  which  fo  plainly  ft  are  you  in  the  Face? 
Sandius,  and  Gilbert  Clcrke  thought  thcmfelves  obliged 
to  fay  fomerhing,  however  weak  and  unfatisfaftory ; 
which  was  better  than  to  attempt  nothing  at  all.  But 
what  do  you,  if  we  are  to  take  your  own  laft 

*  Whitby.  Difquijit •  Mod,  p.  £2. 
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Thoughts  upon  it  ?  You  could  not  but  know  that 
thefe  Words,  in  their  obvious  natural  meaning,  are 
dire$ly  repugnant  to  the  Conclufion  which  you  are 
aiming  at;  you  fee  the  very  Words,  you  tranfcribe 
them,  and  leave  them  as  you  find  them,  without  any 
Interpretation,  or  Solution®  Now,  what  is  This  but 
to  ffiow  that  you  was  aware  of  the  Objeftion,  and 
was  not  able  to  anfwer  it,  nor  fo  much  as  willing  to 
endeavour  it;  and  yet  refolutely  perfift,  even  againfl 
Convi&ion,  to  wreft  and  force  the  Paffage  to  your 
own  Meaning  ?  I  am  perfwaded  you  might  more 
prudently  have  fubmitted  to  the  firfl  Charge,  than 
h^ve  took  this  way  of  getting  rid  of  it.  But  it  is 
frequent  with  you,  for  want  of  confidering*  to  dou¬ 
ble  the  Fault  which  you  hoped  to  excufe;  and  for 
the  avoiding  of  one  Difficulty,  to  run  your  felf  into 
more  and  greater. 

To  conclude  this  Article,  if  you  intended  an  In¬ 
terpretation  of  Athenagoras’s  Words,  as  I  conceive 
you  did,  then  you  have,  in  the  whole,  mifreprefented 
the  Author,  but  with  fomething  of  Colour  for  it: 
if  you  did  not,  Fill  you  have,  in  the  whole,  mifre¬ 
prefented  Him,  and  without  any  Colour  for  it.  Ei¬ 
ther  way,  you  have  dealt  unfairly  with  Athena - 
gorasy  and  have  endeavoured  to  impofe  upon  your 
Readers. 

XII.  The  next  Thing  I  laid  to  your  Charge  *,  was, 
a  ridiculous  Reprefentation  f  of  Tertullian->  as  if  Ter- 
tullian  believed  two  Angels  to  be  as  much  one,  as 
God  the  Father  and  God  the  Son  are.  To  this  you 
reply  (p.n,)  that  you  fay  nothing  of  what  Tertul- 
lian  believed:  but  only  from  thefe  Words  ('the  Son  of 
God  is  called  God  from  the  Unity  of  Subfiance, 
for  God  is  a  Spirit)  you  thinly  it  evident  that  Ter- 
tullian  concludes  hence  the  Unity  of  the  Father ,  and  the 

*  Defenfe,  p.  412. 
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Son,  that  They  are  Both  Spirits;  which  two  Angels* 
and  two  Demons  alfo  are .  Is  there  then  no  regard 
to  be  had  to  what  an  Author  is  otherwife  known 
to  believe*.  Or  is  it  fair  and  juft  to  conftrue  an  am¬ 
biguous  Sentence  (iuppofing  this  ambiguous ,  and  not 
rather  plain  enough  againft  you)  in  diicd  Oppofi- 
tion  to  his  certain  undoubted  Principles?  But  what 
makes  it  the  more  unjuft  in  this  Cafe,  is,  that  Ter- 
tullian,  in  that  very  Paragraph,  within  a  Line  or  two 
of'  the  Words  which  you  ground  your  Remark  up¬ 
on,  refolves  the  Unity  of  Father  and  Son  into  This, 
that  They  are  de  Spiritu  Spiritus,  de  Deo  Dens ,  de 
Limine  Lumen  ;  Spirit  of  Spirit ,  God  of  God ,  Light  of 
Light.  Can  This  be  faid  of  two  Angels,  or  two  De¬ 
mons ,  that  They  are  Light  of  Light ,  or  Spirit  of  Spirit* 
Have  They  any  fuch  Relation  to,  or  intimate  Con¬ 
junction  with,  each  other,  as  is  here  plainly  fignified 
of  Father  and  Son?  Well  then  ;  What  is  the  Refult.? 
You  have  mi  funder  flood  Tertullian ,  or  rather  per* 
verted  his  Meaning.  He  does  not  fay  that  Father 
and  Son  are  One ,  becaufe  They  are  Both  Spirits ;  any 
more  than  He  fays  they  are  One,  bccaufe  They  are 
Both  Gods :  nor  would  it  be  fufheient  for  one  to  be 
Spirit-,  and  the  other  to  be  Spirit ,  or  one  to  be  Godi 
and  the  other  God ,  unlefs  one  were  alfo  of  the  other , 
inseparably  united  to  Him,  and  included  in  Him* 
Tertullian  indeed  obferves  that  God  the  Father  is 
Spirit y  as  He  had  before  obferved  of  God  the  Son  : 

*  Et  nos  etiam  Sermon) ,  atque  Ration 7,  itemque  Virtuti  per 
quse  omnia  molitum  Deum  ediximus,  propriam  Sukjlantiam  Spi¬ 
ritism  inferibimus,  cui  8c  Sermo  infit  pratnuntianti,  &  Ratio  ad- 
fit  difponetiti,  8c  Virtus  prpeiit  perficienti.  Hunc  ex  Deo  pro- 
lacum  didicimns,  8c  prolatione  generatum,  Sc  idcirco  Filium  Dei 
8c  Deum  .didlum  ex  imitate  Subftanriax  Nam  8c  Deus  Spiritus: 
8c  cum  radius  ex  foje  porrigitur,  portio  ex  fumma:  fed  Sol 
eric  in  radio,  quia  Solis  eft  radius,  nec  feparafur  Subftantia  led 
extenditur.  Ira  tie  Spiritu  Spiritus,  8c  tie  Deo  Deus»  ut  Lumen  de 
Lnmine  accenfum,  Tertull  Apol-  c.  ai.  p.  202, 103,  Lugd. 
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And  This  was  right,  that  fo  He  might  come  to  his 
Con  cl  u  (ion,  that  They  are  Spirit  of  Spirit ;  which 
They  could  not  be,  unlefs  Each  of  them  were  Spirit. 
This  therefore  is  mention’d,  riot  becaufe  it  makes 
them  One ,  but  becaufe  They  could  not  be  One  with¬ 
out  it.  They  mud:  be  Spirit  and  Spirit,  to  be  Spirit 
of  Spirit :  But  the  latter  contains  more  than  the  for¬ 
mer;  and  it  is  into  This  that  Termllian  refolds  the 
formal  Reafon  of  the  Unity;  or  rather.  Both  Con (i- 
derations  are  included  in  his  Notion  of  Unity  of  Sab- 
fiance.  This  will  appear  from  a  bare  literal  rendring 
of  his  Words.  tc  We  have  learned  that  He  ( God 
<c  the  Son)  is  prolated9  arid  by  his  Prolation  generated, 
ie  and  upon  that  Score ,  He  is  (filed  Son  of  God)  and 
<c  God)  from  Vnity  of  Subfiance .  For  even  God  (the 
«  Father )  is  Spirit :  And  when  a  Ray  is  produced 
«  from  the  Sun,  a  Portion  from  the  whole,  the  Sun 
sc  is  in  the  Ray ,  becaufe  it  is  the  Suns  Ray ;  and  the 
cs  Subfiance  is  not  feparated,  but  extended  :  in  like 
<f  manner,  here  is  Spirit  of  Spirit ,  and  God  of  God ,  as 
if  Light  of  Light.  You  fee  how  Tertullian  makes  it 
neceOary  to  'Unity  of  Subftance>  that  the  Sttbfiance  be 
not  feparate :  And  thus  Father  and  Son  are  One ,  not 
meerly  becaufe  Each  of  Them  is  Spirit ,  but  becaufe 
Both  are  undivided  Subftance,  or  Spirit;  Spirit  of  Spirit. 
When  I  wrote  my  Defenfey  1  thought  a  Hint  might 
have  been  diffident  in  Things  of  this  Nature  ;  little 
imagining  I  iliould  ever  have  the  Trouble  of  Ex¬ 
plaining  fuch  Matters  as  thefe,  which  appeaf  by  their 
own  light,  upon  a  bare  Infpedion  into  the  Au¬ 
thor. 

XIIL  In  the  next  Place,  I  charged  you  *  with  a 
Mifcondru&ion  of  a  noted  Paffige  in  Irenam .  To 
This  you  make  no  Reply  at  all;  wherefore  it  (lands 
as  before;  And  I  have,  I  fuppofe,  your  taeite  A!- 

*  Deftnfe,  p.  4*2. 
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lowance  to  Triumph  here,  as,  in  a  former  place,  your 
cxprefs  Perm i (lion. 

XIV.  I  found  fault  *  with  your  Representation  f 
o£  Tertullian ;  as  if  that  Writer  believed  God  the  Son 
to  have  been,  in  his  higheft  Capacity,  ignorant  of  the 
Day  of  Judgment .  To  this  you  make  anfwer  (Reply  y 
p,  zi.)  That  you  only  cite  his  exprefs  Words  without 
any  Defcant  upon  Them .  It  is  very  true  that  you 
make  no  formal  Defcant  upon  thole  very  Words ; 
but  both  before  and  after,  you  are  arguing,  with  all 
your  might,  againfl  Tertullians  belief  of  the  Eternity 
and  Confuhflantiality .  I  hope,  it  is  no  Affront  to  Sup- 
pofe  that  you  had  fome  meaning  in  bringing  in  the 
Paffagcs  about  the  Son’s  Ignorance ;  and  that  you  would 
have  your  Readers  think  them  pertinent ,  at  leaft, 
to  the  Point  in  Hand.  The  whole  defign  of  your 
Book,  and  what  goes  before  and  after,  in  the  fame 
Sefiion,  Sufficiently  Show  your  Intention  in  citing 
thofe  Paffages  ,•  and  are,  interpretatively,  a  Defcant  up¬ 
on  Them.  Your  meaning  and  purport  in  it  is  fo 
plain,  that  no  Reader  can  miftake  it :  Wherefore 
your  pretence  now  that  you  have  made  no  defcant 
upon  the  Words,  after  you  find  that  you  are  not 
able  to  defend  your  Senfe  of  Them,  is  a  very  poor 
Evafion.  There  were  two  Citations  from  Tertullian 
about  the  Son’s  Ignorance.  I  had  Shown  that  one  of 
them  plainly  re-lues  to  Chrift’s  Human  Nature;  and 
I  might  reaSonably  judge  from  thence  the- fame  thing 
of  the  other  alfo,  Since  Both  are  of  the  Same  Author. 
It  is  ndTxhereSore  ftridtly  true  that  I  anfwer  nothing , 
as  you  pretend,  to  the  firft  Citation  r  For,  by  an- 
fwering  one,  I  have,  in  effeft,  anfwer’d  Both.  It 
wras  your  BufineSs  to  prove  that  Either  of  the  Paffages 
were  to  be  underhood  of  Chrifi,  in  his  higheft  Ca¬ 
pacity  :  But  for  want  of  Proof,  you  are  content  to 

*  Defenfe,  p.  41  4.  * 
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injinuate  it  only,  to  your  Reader;  and  fo  you  leave  it 
with  Him,  trufting  to  his  Weaknefs,  or  Partiality. 
However,  inftead  of  asking  a  Proof  of  you/  1  gave 
you  a  Proof  of  the  Contrary ;  demonflrating  from 
the  Context  ( efpecially  from  the  Words  Exclamans 
quod  Je  Dens  reliquijfet*  which  7 ertullian  in  exprefs 
Words  interprets  or  the  Human  Nature)  that  the 
fuppofed  Ignorance  of  Chrift  was  underftood  by 
Tertullian  of  Chrifl’s  Humanity  only.  Now  you 
fay  (p.21.)  that  the  Words*  known  only  to  the  Fa¬ 
ther,  exclude  the  Son  in  all  Capacities.  Very  well 
then;  I  had  the  good  fortune  to  hit  your  mean¬ 
ing  before ,  though  you  made  no  Defiant  upon 
the  Words.  As  to  your  Pretence  from  the  Term 
only ,  there  is  no  Ground  for  it.  No  xMan  of  any 
judgment,  that  is  at  all  acquainted  with  Tertullian  s 
way  and  manner  of  Explaining  the  Exclufive  Terms  *, 
relating  to  this  Subjed,  would  ever  draw  any  fuch 
Inference  from  them.  But  you  have  a  farther  pre¬ 
tence,  that  all  the  Words  preceding  fieak^  not  of  the  Son 
'  of  Man ,  hut  of  the  Son  of  God.  The  Reafon  is,  be- 
caufe  He  was  to  prove  that  the  Son  of  God  Was  really 
diftind  from  the  Father;  and  that  the  Father  was  not 
incarnate ,  as  the  Praxeans  pretended.  He  proves  it 
unanfwerably  from  this  Topic,  among  others ;  that 
in  regard  to  the  Son’s  Ignorance  of  the  Day  of  Judg~ 
ment ,  Father  and  Son  are  plainly  fpoken  of,  as  of 
two  Per  fins;  one  as  knowing,  the  other  as  not  know- 
ing,  tho’  in  a  certain  refped  only:  Wherefore  the 
Father  Himfelf  was  not  the  Perfin  incarnate ,  which 
was  to  be  proved.  In  this  view,  Tertullians  Argu¬ 
ment  is  juft  and  conclufve;  and  the  Text  relating 
to  the  Son’s  Ignorance  pertinently  alledged,  tho*  under- 
flood  of  Ohrid's  Humanity.  This  I  obferved  be¬ 
fore,  and  explain’d  more  at  large  in  my  Defenfe , 

*  Vid.  Tertull.  Contr.  Prax.  c.  2,5.  1 8,  19. 
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p.  41 5,  41 6)  &c.  You  refolve,  notwithstanding,  to 
proceed  in  your  own  Way,  and  to  make  a  Show  of 
faying  Something,  tho*  you  find  your  Self  already 
foreclofed,  and  every  Obje&ion  obviated.  You  fay 
thus :  From  this  Miftake  of  Tertullian’j  citing  Texts  re¬ 
lating  only  to  Chriftys  Human  Mature ,  He  Jaw  this  Ob¬ 
jection  'would  arije,  that  the  Fathers  argued .  impertinent¬ 
ly  againft  the  Sabellians.  I  did  indeed  forefee,  that 
there  might  be  Some  Colour  for  fuch  an  ObjeCHony 
among  Thofe  that  take  Things  upon  the  firfl  Ttew, 
without  looking  any  farther.  I  propofed  the  Ob¬ 
jection  fairly,  and  then  fully  anfwered  it;  as  the  Rea¬ 
der  may  pleafe  to  fee  in  my  Defenfe .  And  now, 
what  have  you  to  reply  ?  I  had  Said  that  Catholicks 
and  Sabellians ,  Both  allowed  that  God  was  incarnate, 
apd  that  the  main  Oneftion  ( that  is,  So  far  as  concerns 
the  Incarnation ,  whereof  I  was  Speaking)  was,  whether 
the  Father  Himfelf  made  one  Pcrfon  with  Chrift’s  Hu¬ 
man  Nature ,  or  no.  In  anSwer  hereto,  you  make  a 
Show  of  contradicting  me  without  oppofing  me  at 
all,  except  in  one  particular  wherein  you  are  plainly 
mistaken.  You  run  off  for  near  a  Page  together, 
telling  us  only  trite  Things  which  every  Body  knows, 
concerning  the  Difpute  between  Catholicks  and  Sabel- 
Hants .  If  by  fngular  E fence,  be  meant  the  fame  with 
Hypoflafls ,  or  Pcrfon  (as  you  understand  it)  That  in¬ 
deed  was  the  main  Article  of  Difpute  between  Ca¬ 
tholicks  and  Sabellians ,  whether  Father  and  Son  were 
one  and  rhe  fame  Hypoflafls.  But  when  the  Princi¬ 
ples  of  each  Side  were  brought  down  to  the  parti¬ 
cular  Cafe  of  the  Incarnation,  then  the  main  Point  in 
Queflion  was,  whether  the  Hypoflafs  of  the  Father 
was  Incarnate ,  or  no.  The  Sabellians  allowing  but 
one  divine  Hypoflafs ,  and  yet  admitting  God  to  be 
Incarnate ,  were  of  Courfe  obliged  to  affert  it :  And 
the  Catholicks,  on  the  other  Hand,  admitting  more 
divine  Hypoflafes  than  one,  denied  it.  How  the  Ca¬ 
tholic  h 
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tholkki  proved  their  Point,  I  fhowed  you  diftincily  ; 
and  you  have  nothing  of  Moment  to  reply  to  it. 
Only  you  are  pleafed  to  acquaint  us  with  an  Inven¬ 
tion  of'  your  own,  that  the  Sabellians  allowed  in  Jefus 
only  Flefh ;  and  by  the  Spirit  of  Jefm  They  mderftood  the 
Godhead  of  the  Father.  But  who,  before  your  felf» 
ever  reckon’d  it  among  the  Sabellian  Tenets,  that 
Chrift  had  no  Human  Soul?  It  is  very  peculiar  of  you 
to  cite  Tertullian  in  Proof  of  it,  on  account  of  thefe 
Words,  dicentes  Filium  Carnem  ejfe,  id  eft  Hominem , 
id  eft  Jefum ;  Patrem  antem  Spiritum ,  id  eft  Deum: 
when  Tertullian ,  in  the  very  Paflage,  interprets  Flefb 
by  Man ,  and  Jtftts;  and  interprets  Spirit  by  divine 
Spirit,  or  God.  As  to  the  Belief  of  Chrift’s  Human 
Souk  it  was  an  eftablifh’d  Article  of  Faith  in  Ter¬ 
tullian  $  Time,  as  appears  from  feveral  Paflages  *;  and 
before  Tertullian ,  as  is  clear  from  Irenaus  f,  and  Ju¬ 
ft  in  Martyr  £.  How  then  comes  it  to  pafs  that  none 
of  the  Catholieks  ever  took  notice  of  this  Error  of  the 
Sabellians ,  their  denying  a  Human  Soul?  I  mention 
not  how  the  Sabellian  Hypothefts  mu  ft  have  been  very 
needlefly  and  ftupidly  clogg’d  by  fuch  a  Tenet: 
For  They  could  never  have  given  any  tolerable  Ac¬ 
count  of  the  Son’s  praying  to  the  Father,  of  his  in- 
creafing  in  Wifdom,  of  his  being  affli&ed  and  fore 
troubled,  and  crying  out  in  his  Agonies  and  Suffer¬ 
ings  ,  without  the  Suppofition  of  a  Human  SouL 
What/  Was  it  only  walking  Fleflo ,  or  animated  Clay, 
that  did  all  this  /  Or  was  it  the  Hypoftafi s  of  the  Fa¬ 
ther,  the  eternal  God,  as  fuch,  that  did  thefe  Things^ 
You  allow  only  thefeTwo,  and  not  caring,  it  fee  ms  how 
ftupid  and  fenfelefs  you  make  all  the  Sabellians ,  one  of 
thefe  you  muff,  of  Courfe,  father  upon  Them.  It  is 
true  that  They  fuppofed  the  Father  to  have  fujfered,  and 


*  Tertull.  Contr.  Prax.  c.  1 6.  50.  de  Cam,  Chfilfi  c.  10, 
t  Iren.  1.  5.  c.  1.  p.  292*  Ed.  Bened* 


* 
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They  were  therefore  called  Patripajfidnsi  That  is,  They 
fuppofed  the  Father  to  fuf Fer  (as  we  believe  of  the  Son) 
in  the  Human  Nature.  But  They  were  never  fo  grols 
and  wild  in  their  Imaginations  as  to  fuppofe  the 
Godhead ,  as  fuch,  to  fkffer,  to  be  fore  troubled ,  to  be 
in  Agonies ,  to  cry  out ,  &c.  And  yet  it  is  ridiculous 
to  apply  this  to  Flefh  only  without  a  Soul ;  Neither 
can  it  be  reaformbly  imagined  of  the  Sabellians,  un~ 
lefs  They  believed  of  Men  in  general,  that  They 
have  no  fuch  Thing  as  a  Soul  diftind  from  the 
Body.  In  fliort,  their  retreating  at  length  to  This, 
that  there  were  two  Hypofiajes  *  in  Chrift,  a  Divine 
and  Human,  in  order  to  folve  the  Difficulties  they 
were  prefs’d  with,  fufficiently  difeovers  their  Senti¬ 
ments.  For  neither  could  that  Subterfuge  do  them 
any  Service,  unlefs  Jefus  was  fuppofed  a  diftind  Per - 
Jon;  nor  could  They  be  fo  weak  as  to  imagine  a 
living  Carcafs ,  a  Body  without  a  Soul,  to  be  a  Perfon . 
To  conclude  this  Article,  the  Sabellians,  when  They 
retired  at  length  to  that  Salvo ,  taking  Sanduary  in  two 
Hypoftafesi  underflood  one  of  them  to  be  God  the 
Father ,  the  other,  the  Alan  Chrifl  Jefus  f  .*  which 
was  afterwards  the  Dodrine  of  .Paul  of  Samofata > 
and  of  Photinus ,  who  thus  refined  upon  the  Sabellian 
Herefy .  But  I  have  been  rather  too  long  in  confut¬ 
ing  a  Pretence,  which  has  nothing  to  countenance  it 
in  Hiftpry;  befides  that  it  is  plainly  repugnant  to 
good  Senfe. 

XV.  The  next  Thing  I  charged  you  with  was 
your  pretending,  falfiy,  that  Bp  Bull  had  not  fhown 
that  the  Fathers  of  the  fecond  Century  refolved  the 
Xjnity  info  the  fame  Principle  with  the  Ntcene  Fa¬ 
thers.  I  obferved  that  the  Bifhop  had  fhown  ir> 

*  Vid.  Tertull.  Confr.  Prax  c.  27*  Comp.  Athanaf.  Contf. 
Sabell.  Gregal  p  39.  Eld.  Bened. 

•f  See  this  exprefly  averted  in  Athanafics,  Tom.  1,  p.  3 9.  before 
ref  err’d  to,  f  i  Befenfe,  p.  117. 
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deferring  you  to  the  Place  where  ¥.  You  now  fay 
in  your  Reply  (p.  24. J  That  which  the  Bijhop  has  dene 
in  that  Section  is  fully  anfiyered  and  refuted ,  p,  197,  ipg. 

I  have  turn’d  to  thofe  Pages,  in  your  Difqufitiomy 
and  can  fee  nothing  like  it;  except  it  be  your  Fancy* ** 
or  Fittiony  that  the  Ante-Nicene  Fathers,  when  They 
fpeak  of  the  Logos  as  exifting  in  the  Father  before 
his  coming  forth,  mean  it  of  an  Attribute  only,  and 
nothing  real.  This  groundlefs  Surmife  is  at  large 
confuted  by  Bifhop  Bull  f :  And  give  me  leave  alio 
to  refer  you  to  what  I  have  obferved  f,  on  that 
Head.  What  you  add,  relating  to  Clemens  Romanm* 
is  only  gratis  ditium,  and  wants  to  be  proved. 

XVI.  I  blamed  you  farther  for  referring  ft  to 
BafiU  as  an  Evidence  that  Gregory  Thaumaturgus  be¬ 
lieved  God  the  Son  to  be  a  Creature.  You  tell  ' me, 
in  your  Reply  fp.  24. )  that  you  fay  nothing  of  his 
( Gregory *s)  Faith.  Pleafe  to  look  back  to  your.^0- 
defi  Difquifitions ,  and  revife  your  own  former  Thoughts, 
which  run  thus.  “  Laftly,  it  is  to  be  noted  that 
u  neither  Gregory  Thaumaturgus^  who,  as  St.  Bafil 
<c  witneffeth,  depreffed  Chrifl  into  the  Rank^  of  Crea- 
cc  tures  fin  Creaturarum  cenfum  depreffitj  mxbionyfius 
a  of  Alexandria who,  as  the  fame  (Bafil)  witneffeth, 
**  denied  the  Confubftantiality ,  could  have  thought 
<f  rightly  (retie  [entire  potuijfe)  of  the  proper  Eter» 
«  nity  of  Chrift.  Is  this  faying  nothing  of  Gregorys 
Faith  \  Tho*  He  depreffed  the  Son  into  the  Rank^of 
Creatures ,  as  you  tell  us  He  did  ;  and  tho*  He  could 
not  thinks  (u  e.  believe)  rightly  of  ChrilFs  proper  Eter¬ 
nity,  as  you.  alfo  fay;  yet  you  have  faid  nothing  of 
Gregorys  Faith.  Ridiculous:  you  have  faid  it,  and 

*  Bull.  Def.  Fid.  Nic.  Se£b  4.  c.  4. 
f  Bull.  Def.  Fid.  Sed:.  3.  cap.  f, 6*7,8;  9 ,  IQ, 

4  Defenfe ,  p,  148;  8cc*  Sermons ,  p,  244* 

**  Defenfe ,  p.  418. 
ff  Mod.  Difqu,  p.  84, 
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Quoted  Bafd  for  it;  notwithftanding,  that  Bifflo pM 
had  demonftrated  the  contrary  even  from  Bajil  Him- 
felf;  as  I  before  obferv’d,  and  you  do  not  gainfay.  ; 
And  now,  to  ufe  your  own  Words,  relating  to  this 
Article,  Let  the  Reader  judge  where  the  Faljhood  lies . 
Your  repeating  fome  Things  from  Petavius  and  Hue- 
tins,  upon  this  Occafion,  fignifies  little.  Bifhop  Bull 
had  confidered,  and  anfwer’d  what  thofe  two  great 
Men  had  faid :  And  you  come  up  again  with  the 
fame  baffled  Obje&ions ;  though  you  are  fo  fenfible 
that  They  have  been  fully  anfwer’d,  that  you  have 
not  a  Word  to  reply,  but  are  forced  tacitely  to  allow 
that  Gregory's  Faith  was  right;  however  He  happen’d 
to  drop  Tome  fufpe&ed  Words,  which  were  made  ail 

ill  ufe  of.  .  ,  r 

XVII.  I  charged  you  *  with  the  Revival  of  an 
old  Objection,  which  Bifflop  Bull  had  ingenuoufly 
fet  forth  in  its  full  Force,  and  as  fully  anfwer’d  f. 

To  this  you  reply  (p.  25 .)  that  you  have  fully  con¬ 
futed  this  pretended  Anfiver  of  the  Bifhop’s,  in  your 
' Difertation  de  Scriptur.  Interpret,  p.  51,52.  and  alfo 
in  the  place  cited  of  your  Mod .  Difquif  p.  87,88. 

I  have  turn’d  to  your  Difertation ,  and  find  what 
you  point  to,  in  the  Preface ,  p.  5 1>  52,.  There  I  meet 
with  two  or  three  Exceptions,  moftly  wide  of  the 
Point,  and  fcarce  deferving  Notice.  We  rauft  fup- 
pofe  our  Readers  acquainted  with  the  Argument  we 
are  upon,  which  it  would  be  tedious  to  give  at 
length :  And  now  I  will  fhow  you  how  flight  your 
Objections  are. 

1.  Firft,  you  fay,  that  the  Appearance  of  Chrift's 
Divine  Nature  (to  the  Patriarchs^  under  Human  Forniy 
did  not  maize  the  Logos  another  G.od  from  the  Father • 
No  certainly;  Nor  did  any  of  the  Ante  *Nkene  Writers 

*  Defenfe.  p.  41 8. 

+  Bull.  Dcf.  Fid.  N.  p. 
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pretend  it:  Bat  if  the  Logos  appeared  in  a  ce  .rain 
Manner  and  Form,  and  the  Father  never  appeared  in 
any  Manner  or  Form;  the  Logos  is  not  the  Father: 
which  was  the  Thing  to  be  proved. 

2.  You  object,  that  certainly  the  divine  Nature  of 

Chrift  was  in  Heaven ,  when  it  appeared  on  Barth . 

Undoubtedly  :  And  thofe  very  Writers  who  repre- 
fent  the  Father  as  being  in  Heaven,  and  the  Son  as 
being  on  Earth,  yet  acknowledge  them  Boch  to  be 
equally  prefent  every  where  :  And  They  refer  it  to 
the  olxovopLicL*,  that  the  two  Perfons  are  reprefented 
as  it  were  in  different  Places ;  one  Here,  the  other 
There. 

3.  You  obi  eel,  that  thofe  Hnticnts  who  loolfd  upon 

it  as  impious  to  aferibe  to  the  Father  fuch  Things  as 

they  made  no  fcruple  of  applying  to  the  Sony  muft  have 
thought  there  was  fome  difference  between  the  Father 
and  Sony  in  thofe  Refpetts.  1  anfwer,  that  They  thought 
of  no  more  Difference  than  This,  that  one  was  a 
Father ,  and  the  other  a  Son ;  and  that  one  was  to  be 
incarnatey  and  the  other  not.  It  would  have  been 
impious  to  aferibe  to  the  Perfon  of  the  Father,  what 
was  proper  to  the  Perfon  of  the  Son ;  not  only  be- 
caufe  the  Father  was  never  to  be  fenty  nor  to  a£t  a 
minifterial  Part,  any  more  than  He  was  to  be  In¬ 
carnate-,  but  alfo  becairfe  the  Tendency  of  fuch  Pre¬ 
tences  was  to  make  Father  and  Son  one  Hypoftafis ,  or 
Per/bn,  and  was  in  reality  to  deny  that  there  was  any 
Son  at  all.  Your  Citations  from  Tertullian  and  juftin 
Martyr  are  not  pertinent,  unlefs  you  fuppofed  your 
felf  to  be  arguing  againft  Sabe Ilians.  Having  done 

*  Habes  Filidm  in  Terris,  iiabes  Patrem  in  Cselis :  non  eft  fe- 
paratio  ifta,  fed  Difpcjitio  divina.  Cacterum  Idas  Denm  etiam 
intra  Abyflbs  efte,  8c  ubique  confiftere,  fed  vi  8c  poteftate;  Fi» 
litim  quoque  ut  individuum  cum  ipfo  ubique.  Tamen  in  ipfa 
WAave^i'tz  Pater  voluit  Filium  in  Terris  haberi,  fe  yero  in  Cselis. 
Tertull.  euiv.  Prax.  cap.  2. 
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with  your  Dijfertation ,  let  us  next  come  to  Difquifl 
Modetji .  p.  87.  There,  I  muft  obferve,  you  have 
hardly  one  word  to  the  purpofe.  All  that  you  prove, 
is,  that  Father  and  Son  are  not  one  Numerical  Ef- 
fence ,  in  your  Senfe  ;  that  is.  They  are  not  one  Nu¬ 
merical  Perfon,  which  is  readily  allowed:  As  alfo 
that  They  have  not  one  Numerical  Will,  Power,  &c> 
in  your  Senfe,  tho’  They  have  in  Another.  Volun¬ 
tas  de  Voluntate ,  Potent ia  de  Potentia  is  the  Catholic!^ 
Do&rine,  as  much  as  Subftantia  de  Subftantia ,  or 
Deus  de  Deo.  In  fhort,  if  you  would  do  any  thing 
towards  confuting  Bifhop  Bull ,  you  fhould  anfwer  the 
Authorities  which  He  brought,  to  prove  that  thofe 
very  Antc-Nicene  Writers  fwho  argued  that  it  could 
not  be  the  Father  that  appeared ,  and  defended ,  and 
was  found  in  a  place )  acknowledged,  notwithftand- 
ing,  that  the  Son  was,  in  his  own  Nature,  inviftble , 
and  omniprefent  as  well  as  the  Father,-  and  that  the 
fame  Writers  (Tome  of  them,)  exprefly  interpreted 
thofe  Appcarancesy  dec.  of  the  oikovo/jlioL)  Oeconomjy  or 
Difpenfationy  which  it  pleafed  God  the  Son  to  run 
through ;  tranfa&ing  all  Matters  between  God  the 
Father,  and  the  World  of  Creatures .  As  to  the 
olicotoptioii  and  what  Bifhop  Bull  intends  by  it,  the 
Reader  may  fee  in  his  Defenfe  of  the  Niccne •Faith, 
(p.  10.)  What  you  mean  by  denying  it  is  very  hard 
to  conje&ure,  unlefs  you  have  fome  weak  Evafion 
(Repip  p.  2  6.)  in  the  Words,  Beginning  from  the  fall 
of  Adam:  For  you  fay,  and  feem  to  lay  fome  Stref9 
upon  it,  that  it  began  from  the  Beginning  of  the  Crea¬ 
tion.  Does  Bifhop  Bull  deny  That?  See  his  own 
Words,  in  the  Margin  *.  But,  it"  feems,  you  are 
to  conflrue  Bifhop  Bull's  faying,  that  it  was  as  high 

*  Deus  Pater,  q'uemadmodum  per  Filium  fuum  rouqdum  pri- 
mitus  condidit  creavitque;  ita  per  eundera  Filium  fe  deinceps 
ftiundo  patekeit.  Bull  Def.  F.  N.  p.  10. 
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as  the  Fall  of  Adamy  (in  Opposition  to  fuch  as  fup- 
pofed  it  to  commence  at  the  Incarnation ,  and  no 
foonerj  as  if  He  had  faid  it  began  from  the  Fa)l  of 
Adam :  And  This  you  are  to  do,  only  to  find  Some 
Pretence  for  contradi&ing  Bifhop  Bully  and  divert¬ 
ing  the  Reader  from  the  Point  in  Hand.  I  referred 
you  ( Defenfi,  p.  418.)  to  Authors  *,  Antient  and 
Modern,  who  aliened  the  qikovojxicl  in  Bifhop  Bull's 
Senfe.  To  which  you  have  nothing  of  any  moment 
to  oppofe;  only  you  difcover  a  great  Diflfatisfa&ion 
that  Bifhop  Bull  had  fo  well  guarded  his  Point,  and 
vindicated  his  Do&rine,  that  all  your  mo  ft  pompous 
and  plaufible  Pretences  fall  before  Him. 

XVIII.  I  charged  you  f  with  fetting  Clemens  of 
Rome y  and  St.  Paul ,  at  Variance ;  and  yet  giving  the 
Preference  to  Clemens ,  as  laying  Chriflianity  before  us 
in  its  naked  Simplicity.  To  this  Article  you  are 
pleafed  to  fay  never  a  Word. 

XIX.  I  took  notice  alfo,  in  another  placet,  of 
your  Sophiftical  way  of  reafoning  againfl:  the  Belief 
of  Myfteriesy  or  Matters  above  Comprehenfion.  I 
called  upon  you  (p.  318,  519.)  to  explain  your 
Meaning,  and  to  let  us  know  diflindfly,  what  there 
is  in  the  Do&rine  of  the  ever  Bleffed  Trinity,  to 
give  you  fuch  Ofifenfe,  and  to  raife  your  Zeal  againffc 
it ;  whether  it  be  that  the  Do&rine  is,  in  your 
Judgment,  Contradictory  to  Reafon,  or  only  above 
Reafon;  or  that  it  is  unfcriptural  only,  and  no  more: 
But  to  This  alfo  you  vouchfafe  no  Reply. 

XX.  I  charged  you  farther  (p.  131.)  writh  ufing  a 
bad  Art,  to  ferve  a  bad  Caufe  :  which  was  the  fe¬ 
ver  eft  Thing  I  had  faid  of  you,  and  which  you  had 

*  Tertull.  Contr.  Prax.  c.  1,  3.  Clem.  Alex.  p.  851.  9pf , 
Ed.  Ox.  Tatian.  c.  8.  Ed.  Ox.  Hippol.  Contr.  Noet.  p.  12.15. 
Fabric.  Valef.  Not.  in  Eufeb.  p.  5,  6*  90. 1$ 3, 

f  Defenfe,  p.  4,20. 

4  Befenfe 3  p,  308. 
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given  me  juft  occafion  for;  as  I  fhowed  plainly  in 
the  place  referr’d  to.  In  Apology  for  your  felf 
( Reply ,  p.  5  6.)  you  cite  a  PafTage  of  my  Defenfe , 
fp*45  3*)  where  I  fay,  “  A  Writer  is  not  to  be 
“  blamed,  in  fome  Gales,  for  taking  what  is  to  his 
<c  purpofe,  and  omitting  the  reft.  To  which  give 
me  leave  to  anfwer  in  my  own  Words,  as  they  fol¬ 
low  in  the  fame  Page;  *c  But,  as  the  Cafe  is  here, 
f*  the  bcft,  and  indeed  only  light  to  dired  the  Rea- 
“  der  to  the  true  meaning  of  what  is  cited,  is  left  out. 
You  fay,  your  defign  bting  only  to  prove  from  the  Words 
of  JuPrin,  that  Chrift  was  God,  xctfgi  (iuAlco  ctur^ , 
according  to  the  Will  of  his  Father,  ivhat  Rcafon 
pould  you  have  to  add  that  He  was  alfo  filed  an  Angel  ? 
Bur,  do  you  not  yet  perceive  that  the  Quefticn  is, 
whether  Chrift  be  faid  to  be  God  fiuAw  clutQ9 
according  to  the  Will  of  the  Father ,  in  that  Place  of 
jtiftin ,  or  no?  The  Words,  literally  rendred,  run 
thus  :  £C  Who  according  to  his  (the  Father’s,)  Will, 
ct  is  both  God,  being  his  Son,  and  an  Angel  as  mi- 
ffC  niftring  to  his  Father’s  Will.  The  meaning  of  the 
PafTage  is  not,  as  you  reprefent  it,  that  Chrift  is 
God,  by  the  Will  of  the  Father  (tho*  even  That  might 
bear  a  good  Senfe)  but  that  it  pleafed  God  that  his 
Son,  who  was  God  already,  as  God's  Son ,  fhould  be 
an  Angel  alfo.  That  He  was  God ,  was  a  neceftary 
Thing;  but  that  He  fhould  be  Both ,  was  not  fo. 
This  I  took  to  be  the  true  Senfe  of  the  PafTage. 
For,  Juftin  gives  the  Reafon  why  He  was  God ;  it 
was  becaufe  He  was  God's  Son .  He  refolves  his  Di~ 


*  Tcv  XflCTC?  Ti’,V  tzt.vif  KCl)  0£CV  OVTUy  ‘if6V  cdjTeiij  xk) 

t*  \jZTi)gi)Tiiv  TYj  yvai’Ajy  utjTeJ.  Dial,  p,  370. 


Compare  the  Words  of  Novatian. 

Perfonae  antem  Chrifti  convenit,  ut  6c  Dens  fit,  quia  Dei 
Filius;  6c  /Vngelus  fit,  quoniam  paternae  Difpcfitionis  Adnun- 
tiator  eft,  Novat.  c .  26. 
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*uimtj  into  Sonjhip  here,  as  indeed  every  where ;  and 
Sonjhip  into  Communication  of  Subflance ,  as  I  have  oh- 
ferved  above.  Now,  let  us  confider  what  you  had 
done  with  this  PafTage.  The  LatinVe rfton  runs  thus : 
Oui  juxta  Vbluntatem  ejus ,  &  Dens  efty  Films  quip- 
pe  Ipfnsy  &  Angelas  ex  eo  quod  fententi a  UUus  eft  ad - 
minifter.  Inftead  whereof  you  give  us  This:  Qui  ex 
Voluntate  Jpftus ,  &  Dens  eft  &  Filins  ipfius .  Here,  by 
putting  in  the  Particle  Ft,  before  Flimsy  and  leaving 
out  &  Angelnsy  you  determine  the  Words  to  your 
own  Senfe,  tho*  capable  of  another  Senfe  as  they  lie 
in  the  Author.  This  is  what  I  had  juft  reafon  to 
complain  of,  that  you  ftiould  take  upon  you  to  leave 
out,  and  put  in,  what  you  pleafe,  to  tie  the  Words 
down  to  your  own  Meaning;  when  the  Words  other- 
wife  may,  or  rather  muft,  bear  a  different  Conftru- 
<5fion,  if  you  pleafe  to  let  them  appear  intire,  and 
without  any  Interpolation. 

You  fay  { Reply  y  p.  56, )  that  you  had  Authority  from 
Juftin’j  own  Words  to  do  this .  What?  Had  vou  Au¬ 
thority  from  Juft  in's  own  Words,  to  change  ^both  his 
Words  and  his  Senfe  ?  He  does  not  fay  that  Chrift 
was  Gody  and  a  Sm  too  by  the  Will  of  the  Father ;  but 
that  He  was,  according  to  the  Will  of  the  Father, 
both  God,  as  being  his  Son,  and  an  Angel.  I  in- 
fift  upon  it,  that  the  meaning  may  be  no  more  than 
this,  that  it  pleafed  God  that  He  who  was  already 
God,  ftiould  not  only  be  Gody  but  an  Angel  alfo ; 
and  that  tho’  it  was  owing  to  God’s  good  Pleafure, 
that  He  was  Bothy  yet  it  was  necefTary  for  Him  to 
be  one ,  as  He  was  partaker  of  the  divine  Subflance, 
being  God’s  Son.  You  cite  other  Paffages  of  Jnftiny 
declaring  that  Chrift  was  ©gJs  ry  elvoq  rUvov 
'Tt’QGdTD'TDKCV  t  oAav  xtlG fJid'TtoV)  God  as  being  Bom 
(or  begotten)  before  all  Creatures :  and  that  He  was 

'?  Whitby.  Difquiftt*  Mod,  p.  32. 
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©go*,  ©eS  cqo$  impxa9t  Go^  as  Soii  °f  Go^ 

Now,  thefe  and  the  like  Paffages  make  again#  you, 
as  fhowing  that  Juflin  refojved  Ch  rift’s  Divinity  into 
his  Sonfhipy  that  is,  Communion  of  EJfcnce,  or  Sub- 
fiance  *,  not  into  voluntary  Appointment.  If  it  be  ob¬ 
jected  that  He  was  a  Son  j<t\  according  to 

Jufiin ,  and  that  therefore  He  mu#  be  God  yr,\  /2bAw, 
if  He  be  God  as  God's  Son ;  I  anfwer,  that  the  Con- 
fequence  is  not  juft.  For  while  Jufiin  underftands 
the  Sonfhtp  of  a  Temporal  and  Voluntary 
or  coming  forth ,  He  fuppofes  the  Logos  not  to  have 
been  g£  Col  ovtcovj  but  from  the  very  Subftance  of 
the  Father  ,•  and  therefore  He  was  God ,  as  having  ever 
exifted  before  his  coming  forth ,  in  and  with  the  Fa¬ 
ther.  In  a  word.  He  came  forth ,  was  not  created , 
and  therefore  He  is  God.  Had  He  been  produced 
from  nothing ,  as  Creatures  are,  He  could  not  be  God  1 
JBut  fince  He  came  forth  as  a  Sony  of  the  fame  di¬ 
vine  Subftance  with  the  Father,  therefore  He  is  God. 
This  I  take  to  be  the  true  Account  of  Jufiin  s  Prin¬ 
ciples  relating  to  this  Head  ;  as  alfo  of  all  the  other 
Fathers  that  fpeak  of  a  voluntary  Generation.  See  my 
Defenfiy  Qu.  8.  You  fee  then,  how  wide  a  difference 
there  is  between  your  Account  of  Jufiin  and  mine. 
I  defire  only  to  have  Jufiin  s  Text  fairly  reprefented 
as  it  is.  To  put  in,  or  leave  out  any  thing  here, 
and  thereby  to  determine  the  Senfe  againft  us,  in  fo 
critical  a  Place  as  This,  is  very  unfair  and  unjuft  ; 
and  deferves  the  hardeft  Names  that  I  could  give  it. 
Let  us  have  no  Tampering  with  Texts.  You  may 
argue  and  reafon  for  your  Senfe  of  the  Paffage,  if  you 
pleafe;  as  I  do  alfo  for  mine.  Only  let  our  Rea¬ 
ders  fee  plainly  what  the  Words  of  the  Author  are* 

*  Vi<k  JufKn.  Dial.  p.  183-373-  Comp*  Apol.  1.  p.  44-  4^’ 
Ayol.  1.  p.  13.  ! 
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To  do  otherwife  is  corrupting  the  Evidence,  pervert¬ 
ing  Judgment,  and  giving  Sentence  before  the  Caufe 
comes  to  a  fair  Hearing.  This  kind  of  Management, 
efpecially  in  fo  weighty  a  Caufe,  wherein  the  Ho* 
nour  of  our  God  and  Saviour  is  fo  nearly  concern’d, 
is  what  I  cannot  account  for :  And  if,  upon  this  Oc- 
Cafion  I  exprefs’d  fome  Wonder  and  Aftonifhment, 
that  any  fhould  be  fo  refolutely  eager  to  ungod  their 
Saviour ,  as  not  to  permit  the  Caufe \  to  have  a  fair  Hear¬ 
ing  ;  I  fuppofe,  it  might  become  me  much  better  in 
Defenfe  of  my  Saviour’s  Honour,  than  Thofe  intem¬ 
perate  Words  of  your’s,  Impudently  falfe  HJfertion,  be¬ 
come  you,  in  your  blind  Zeal  for  your  own. 

I  have  now  finifh’d  what  I  intended  by  way  of 
Anfwer  to  your  Defenfve  Part.  Upon  the  whole,  it 
does  not  appear  to  me,  that,  of  all  the  Things  laid 
to  your  Charge,  whether  general  Fallacies ,  or  parti¬ 
cular  Miftakcs,  you  have  been  able  to  take  off  fo  much 
as  one.  What  you  have  done,  or  fhall  do,  in  the 
Vjfenfve  Way,  may  perhaps  be  con/ider’d  hereafter. 
I  think  it  beft  to  pofipone  my  Second  Parti  becaufe 
you  are  hill  going  on  to  fupply  me  with  new  Mat¬ 
ter  for  it:  And  you  have  promifed  the  Publick  great 
Things,  to  appear  in  due  Time.  I  am  now  pretty 
well  acquainted  with  you;  and  may  therefore  pre¬ 
fume  to  exhibite  to  the  Reader,  or  to  your  Self, 
a  brief  Account  of  your  chief  Materials,  with  which 
you  are  to  work  in  this  Controverfy,  and  upon  which 
your  Caufe  is  to  fubfifl. 

I.  In  the  firft  place,  you  have  a  ftrong  Preemption* 
that  Two,  or  more  Per  fins  cannot  conjlitme  one  Indivi - 
dual,  or  Numerical  Being,  Subflance,  or  E (fence.  You 
produce  Teftimonies  of  Fathers  in  great  Numbers, 
proving  Nothing  but  a  real  Diflindion ;  and  by  Vir¬ 
tue  of  the  Preemption  laid  down  (which  /lands  only 
upon  Court  efy )  you  perfwade  your  ft  If,  that  thofe 

Teft’i- 
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Teflimonies  are  of  fome  weight,  and  pertinently  al- 
ledged,  even  againfl  Thofe  who  admit  a  real  Diflin- 
dion,  as  much  as  the  Fathers  do. 

2.  In  the  fecond  place,  you  have  another  flrong 
Preemption ,  that  no  kind  of-  Subordination  is  or  can 
be  confident  with  Juch  E quality ,  or  fuch  Union  as  we 
maintain .  Hereupon  you  produce  a  farther  Cloud  of 
Teflimonies  from  the  Antients ,  proving  nothing  but 
a  Subordination :  which  Teflimonies,  by  virtue  of  this 
your  fecond  Preemption  ('(landing  only  upon  CourteJy> 
as  the  former)  are  conceived  to  be  of  Weight,  and 
to  be  pertinently  cited,  even  againfl  Thofe  who  readily 
admit  of  a  Subordination ,  in  Conformity  with  the 
Antient  Fathers.  From  what  I  have  obierved  here, 
and  under  the  former  Article,  you  may  perceive  that, 
at  leafl,  nine  Parts  in  ten  of  your  Quotations  are  in- 
tireJy  wide  of  the  Point ;  and  it  may  fave  you 
fome  trouble  for  the  future,  to  be  duly  apprized 
of  it. 

3.  Befides  this,  you  have  fome  Expreflions  of 
Origen ,  chiefly  from  thofe  Pieces  which  are  either 
not  certainly  Genuine,  or  not  free  from  Interpola¬ 
tion  *,  or  wrote  in  a  Problematical  Way  f,  or  not 
containing  Origen  s  mature  and  riper  Thoughts;  pub- 
li fried  perhaps  without  his  Confent,  and  fuch  as  He 
Himfelf  afterwards  difapproyed,  and  repented  of  & 
And  thofe  you  urge  againfl  us,  notwith (landing  that 
we  appeal  chiefly  to  his  Book  againfl  Celfus,  which 
is  certainly  Origen  s,  and  which  contains  his  mofl  ma¬ 
ture  Sentiments;  and  from  whence  it  is  demonflra- 
ble  that  Origen  was  no  Arian ,  but  plainly  Anti* 
Art  an 

*  Vid.  Ruffin .  de  Adulter,  Iibrorum  Origen.  p.  240.  Ed.  Bened*- 
Huet.  Origen ian.  p-  233. 

f  Vid .  Pamph-  ApoJog.  p.  22I.  Ed.  Bened.  Phot.  Cod.  117. 
Athctnaf.  Vol.  I.  p.233. 

^  Vid.  Huron .  tic  Error.  Orig.  ad  Pammach.  Ep.  4.1.  p«  347. 
Ed.  Bened.  **  Vid.  Bull.  Def.  Fid.  Nic.  Sett.  2.  c.  9. 
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4.  You  lay  a  very  great  Strefs  upon  Eufeb'ms,  as 
if  He  were  to  fpeak  for  all  the  Ante-Nkene  Writers: 
tho*  we  might  more  juftly  produce  Athanajim  (with 
refped  to  his  Two  firff  Tra&s)  as  an  Ante-Nkene 
Writer;  And  his  Authority  is,  at  leaff,  as  good 
as  the  other’s.  Eufebius  muft  be  of  little  weight 
with  us,  wherever  He  is  found  to  vary  either  from 
Himfelf,  or  from  the  Catholiclq  which  lived  in,  or 
before  his  Time.  Nothing  can  be  more  unfair  than 
to  reprefent  Antiquity  through  the  Glafs  of  Eufe» 
bins ,  who  has  been  fo  much  fufpe&ed;  Befides  that 
we  can  more  certainly  determine  what  the  Sentiments 
of  the  earlier  Writers  were  (Trom  their  own  Works 
ff  ill  extant)  than  we  can  what  Eufcbius's  were ;  who'e 
Writings  are  more  doubtful  and  ambiguous ;  info- 
much  that  the  learned  World  have  been  more  di¬ 
vided  about  Him  and  his  Opinions,  than  about  any 
other  Writer  whatfoever. 

5.  Laftly,  You  bring  up  again,  frequently,  fome 
Concelfions  of  Petavius  and  Huetius ;  fuch  as  They 
uncautioufly  fell  into,  before  this  Matter  had  been 
thoroughly  canvafs’d,  as  it  hath  been  fince  by  Bifhop 
Puli',  and  other  great  Men.  From  that  Time,  moft: 
of  the  learned  Men  in  Europe,  Romanijh  *  as  well 
as  Proteftants ,  appear  to  have  the  fame  Sentiments  of 
the  Ante  Nicene  Faith ,  which  Bifhcp  Bull  had.  It 
is  therefore  now  much  out  of  Time,  and  very  difin- 
genuous  to  lay  any  great  Weight  upon  the  judg¬ 
ment  of  Petavius ,  or  Huetius ,  however  valuable 
and  learned,  fince  this  Matter  has  been  much  more 
accurately  inquir’d  into,  than  it  had  been  at  that 
Time.  Huetius  has  lived  to  fee  Bifhop  Bull's  Works 
(as  we  may  reafonably  prefume)  and  cannot  be  igno¬ 
rant  how  highly  They  have  been  valued  Abroad: 
Yet  we  do  not  find  that  He  has  ever  complain’d  of 

*  See  Nelfon3/  Life  of  Bifhop  Bull,  />,  34$.  388. 
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any  Injury  done  Him  by  the  Biiliop,  or  that  He  ever 
thought  fit  to  vindicate  Himfelf,  or  his  great  Oracle 
Tetavius ;  to  whole  Judgment  (as  He  Himfelf  la¬ 
ments)  He  had  once  dearly  paid  too  great  a  De¬ 
ference  *• 

It  may  fuffice,  for  the  prefent,  to  have  left  thefc 
few  general  Hints,*  by  means  of  which  an  Intelligent 
Reader,  without  farther  Affilhnce  from  Me,  may 
readily  difeover  the  Fallacy  of  your  Reafonings,  and 
anfwer  the  mod  plaufible  Obje&ions  you  have  to 
urge  againfl  the  received  Doctrine  of  the  BlefTed 
Trinity.  If  any  thing  more  particular  be  neceffary 
hereafter,  I  fhall  ('with  God’s  Afliftance)  endeavor 
to  do  Juftice  to  the  Caule  which  I  have  taken 
in  Hand;  and,  as  opportunity  ferves*  fhall  proceed 
in  detecting  Sophiffry,  laying  open  Di/guifes,  expo- 
ling  Mifreports,  Mifquotations,  Mifconftru<5tions,  or 
any  other  Engines  of  Deceit,  as  long  as  there  appears 
to  Me  any  probable  Danger  from  thence  arifing  to 
Honeft  Well-meaning  Men,  lefs  acquainted  with  this 
momentous  Controverfy.  In  the  Interim,  I  am  with 
all  due  Refpedt, 

SIR , 


Tout  mofl  Humble  Servant', 


*  Vid.  Huetii  Comment,  dc  Rebus  ad  ilium  pertinent,  p.  70.' 
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A 


DISCOURSE 

O  F 

Natural  and  Revealed  Re¬ 
ligion  :  and  the  Relation 
they  hear  to  each  other. 

T  can  be  no  matter  of  Sur¬ 
prize  to  any  one,  That 
Divine  Revelation  fhould 
have  Enemies  among  the 
Vicious  and  Profane ;  becaufe  Di¬ 
vine  Revelation  appears,  at  the  firft 
fight,  to  enforce  the  Obligations  of 
Natural  Religion  in  the  ftrongeft 
Manner  imaginable  :  But  that  it 
fhould  have  fo  many  Adverfaries 
among  Virtuous  and  Sober  Men,  to 
whom  it  lends  the  moft  gracious 
B  Affiftance 
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Affiftance  that  was  ever  offer’d  ta 
Mankind,  may  be  apt  to  raife  our 
Aflonidiment,  till  we  confider  it  a 
little  more  carefully. 

But  when  we  do,  we  fhall  foon 
fee,  that  fome  of  thele  Adverfaries 
are  Perfons  who  have  too  high  an 
Opinion  of  Natural  Religion,  as  it 
probably  would  have  refulted  from 
the  meer  Light  of  Nature,  without 
any  kind  of  Afliftance  from  Reve¬ 
lation  :  while  every  Man  ought  to 
have  the  higheft  Opinion  of  Natu¬ 
ral  Religion,  as  it  poffibly  might 
have  reliilted  from  the  meer  Light 
of  Nature ;  and  efpecially  as  it  has 
in  fad;  refulted  from  the  Light  of 
Nature  with  the  affiftant  Light  of 
Revelation.  While  thefe  Pcrlbns 
have  too  high  an  Opinion  of  Na¬ 
tural  Religion,  as  it  probably  would 
have  refulted  from  the  unaffifted 
Light  of  Nature  ;  they  have,  at 


( 3  ) 

the  fame  time,  thro’  want  of  Lei- 
fure  or  Attention,  form’d  no  juft 
Notion  of  Divine  Revelation ;  nor 
confequently  of  the  true  Relation 
that  Reveal’d  Religion  bears  to  Na¬ 
tural  Religion  :  From  whence  they 
think  Divine  Revelation  altogether 
ufelefs ;  at  leaft,  in  every  Point, 
befides  giving  a  new  Publication, 
and  a  great  Example  of  Natural 
Religion.  And  as  nothing  ufelefs 
can  come  from  God,  they  think 
every  thing  in  Reveal’d  Religion, 
befides  this  Publication  of  Natural 
Religion,  and  this  great  Example 
of  it,  can  be  nothing  but  an  idle 
Piece  of  Superftition  :  which  tho’ 
it  be  the  moft  harmlefs  of  all  others, 
ftill  is  not  without  the  ill  Confe- 
quences  that  neceftarily  attend  all 
Superftition  in  every  Inftance  and 
Degree  ;  and  cannot  therefore  be 
fit  to  be  received  by  wife  and  con- 
B  2  fiderate 
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fiderate  Men,  as  a  Revelation  from 


God. 

We  ffiall  alfo,  on  a  little  Reflec¬ 
tion,  fee,  that  there  are  others,  (the 
much  keener  Adverfaries  to  Divine 
Revelation  of  the  two)  who  form¬ 
ing  their  Opinion  of  Divine  Reve¬ 
lation  from  a  curfory  View  of  fome 
difficult  Pafiages  in  Scripture,  with¬ 
out  the  neceilary  Attention,  true 
critical  Tafte,  and  equitable  Difpo- 
fitions  which  are  neceflary  for  En¬ 
quiries  into  •  Matters,  that  are  but 
Matters  of  high  Probability,  and 
not  of  ftridt  Demonftration  j  or 
elfe  forming  their  Opinion  of  the 
Scheme  of  Revelation  from  the 
miftaken  Syftems  of  fome  of  its 
Profeffors  ;  think  it  contains  fome 
Doctrines  and  Inflitutions  that  are 
unintelligible  and  abfurd ;  and  o- 
thers  that  are  hurtful  and  mifchie- 
voys ;  or,  to  fay  the  leaft,  that  are  i 
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of  an  ill  Tendency  to  the  Morals 
and  Rights  of  Mankind.  So  crude, 
jnonftrous,and  pernicious  a  Syftem, 
as  thefe  Gentlemen  pretend  Revela¬ 
tion  to  be,  can’t  fail  to  raife  their 
higheft  Refentment,  inftead  of  any 
Inclination  to  examine  it  with  the 
Care  and  Impartiality  with  which 
every  Man  ought  to  confider  a 
Scheme  that  carries  an  Appearance 
of  the  moil:  uieful  and  beneficial 
Truth.  The  Miftakes  of  the  Friends 
of  Revelation  have  chiefly  railed 
thefe  Adverfaries  to  it,  and  Ihar- 
pen’d  their  Edge  againfl  it. 

The  only  way  to  rectify  the  mife 
taken  Friends  of  Revelation,  and 
both  thefe  kinds  of  Adverfaries  of 
it,  is  to  prevail  with  them,  in  the 
firfl:  place,  to  examine  it  with  the 
Attention  and  critical  Skill  with 
which  they  Ihould  ftudy  all  luch 
antient  Writings ;  and  with  that 
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Spirit  of  Calmnefs  and  Candor  that 
becomes  every  fair  Enquirer  after 
Truth  :  efpecially  after  Truth  that 
is  to  be  drawn  out  of  ancient  Re¬ 
cords  ;  and  where  the  Enquirer  is 
not  to  expedt  to  find  it  laid  down 
in  the  form  of  a  Syftem ;  but  in  the 
Hints  of  Ihort  Hiftories,  written  in 
dead  Languages,  and  in  fome  In- 
ftances  lo  very  early  as  to  be  with¬ 
out  a  cotemporary  Writer.  When 
we  have  prevail’d  on  thefe  miftaken 
Friends,  and  with  thefe  Adverfaries 
of  Revelation,  to  examine  it  thus 
fairly ;  the  next  thing  we  muft  pre¬ 
vail  with  them  to  do,  is  to  confider 
the  Relation,  that  the  Religion  of 
Revelation  muft  bear  to  the  Reli¬ 
gion  of  Nature,  on  the  Suppofition 
that  the  Religion  of  Revelation  is 
true. 

But  it  is  not  every  Man  that  pof- 
fefles  the  Candor  neceflary  to  fuch 

an 
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an  Enquiry,  that  has  likewife  the 
Leifiire,  the  Attention,  or  the  Skill 
requifite  for  it.  Yet  he  that  has  not 
enough  of  thefe,  to  go  into  an  En¬ 
quiry  of  lb  great  Compafs  and  Dif¬ 
ficulty  himfelf,  may  have  enough 
to  form  a  Judgment  of  a  Repre- 
fentation  of  Natural  and  Reveal’d 
Religion  made  by  another,  and  to 
fee  whether  it  agrees  with  Nature 
and  the  Bible,  or  no  :  For  thefe 
two  Tasks  don’t  require  the  fame 
Leifure  or  Ability. 

Such  a  fhort  Reprefentation  of 
Natural  and  Reveal’d  Religion,  is 
all  that  is  aim’d  at  in  the  following 
Sketch  ;  and  as  fuch  it  offers  itfelf, 
in  this  Seafon  of  Reflexion,  to  the 
Confideration  of  All,  who  being 
Friends  to  Natural  Religion,  would 
examine  Reveal’d,  whether  they  are 
its  Friends  or  its  Enemies. 


THE 


TH  E  whole  of  Religion  lies  in 
the  Love  of  God,  and  of  our 
Neighbour ;  or,  which  comes  to  the 
fame  thing,  in  living  Soberly ,  Right- 
eoufy ,  and  Godly.  For  living  God¬ 
ly,  and  Righteoufly,  is  evidently  lov¬ 
ing  God  and  our  Neighbour :  and 
no  Man  can  love  God  and  his 
Neighbour,  any  more  than  him- 
felf,  that  does  not  live  Soberly ;  or, 
in  other  Words,  that  does  not  go¬ 
vern  his  Appetites  and  Paffions. 

Reafon  would  have  always  taught 
every  Man  thefe  comprehenlive  Du¬ 
ties  of  Religion,  and  fome  of  the 
great  Branches  that  Ipring  from 
them,  if  it  had  been  attended  to ; 
and  if  it  had  not  been  corrupted 
by  Mens  own  Lulls,  and  by  the 
impious  Doctrines  and  Examples  of 
others ;  efpecially  of  the  falfe  Pro¬ 
phets  and  falfe  Teachers  of  all 
i  Ages ; 
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Ages ;  who,  fpurr’d  on  chiefly  by 
Senfuality,  Covetoufnefs,  and  Am¬ 
bition,  have  feduced  Men  in  every 
Nation  ( the  JewiJh  not  excepted ) 
from  the  Love  of  God,  and  of 
their  Neighbour,  to  the  Worfhip  of 
the  Devil ,  and  to  Adis  of  great 
Cruelty  and  Voluptuoufnefs,  in  or¬ 
der  to  do  honour  to  him,  as  well 
as  to  gratify  their  own  wicked  In¬ 
clinations.  Had  it  not  been  for 
the  Diladvantages,  which  I  have 
juft  now  mention’d,  every  Man 
muft  have  feen,  that  the  Nature 
of  Things  made  it  highly  fit  for 
us  to  love  God  and  our  Neigh¬ 
bour.  And  as  the  Equity  and 
Beauty  of  thele  Adtions  would 
have  recommended  them  power¬ 
fully  to  his  Pradtice  j  fo  the  Re¬ 
wards  and  Punifhments,  which  he 
would  find,  attended  the  Perfor¬ 
mance  or  Nonperformance  of  them, 
C  muft 
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mull  have  ftrongly  enforc’d  them, 
as  the  Law  of  Religion,  from  the 
Supreme  Governor  of  all  intelli¬ 
gent  Beings. 

Had  it  not  been  for  the  Difad- 
vantages  juft  now  mention’d,  Rea- 
fon  would  alfo  have  taught  every 
Man  another  LelTon  •  viz.  That 
lince  Men  often  found  Senlibility 
drawing  them  one  way,  and  Rea- 
fon  another ;  and  that  thole  that 
yielded  to  Senlibility,  were  thereby 
fometimes  profperous  in  this  World  ; 
and  that  thofe  that  yielded  to  Rea- 
lon,  were  thereby  fometimes  thrown 
into  great  Adverlity  ;  That  there 
would  certainly  be  another  Life, 
in  which  a  wife  and  good  Governor 
would  make  this  Contrariety  ceale, 
by  letting  Truth  and  Pleafure  al¬ 
ways  on  the  lame  lide  of  the  Quef- 
tion :  And  would  give  fuch  De¬ 
grees  of  Happinels  to  thofe  who , 
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had  yielded  to  the  Dictates  of  Rea- 
fon,  againft  Senlibility,  while  Truth 
and  Plealure  had  often  been  divi¬ 
ded,  as  would  make  up  all  the  In¬ 
equalities  of  the  prelent  Life.  And 
this  feems  a  Leflon  abfolutely  ne- 
ceflary  to  be  learnt,  in  order  to  pre- 
lerve  Beings  in  their  Duty,  who  are 
of  fuch  a  Make,  and  are  placed  in 
fuch  Circumftances  as  we  are.  I 
mean,  the  Appetites  that  are  im¬ 
planted  in  us,  and  the  Objects  that 
perpetually  folicit  us.' 

But  though  Reafon  would  have 
taught  Men  to  love  God  and  their 
Neighbour,  and  to  reft  fatisfy’d, 
that  thofe  that  did  fo  would  be 
rewarded  in  lome  degree  in  ano¬ 
ther  Life  ;  yet  it  could  not  fo  well 
fupport  them  under  the  Vanity  and 
Vexation  of  the  prelent  Life :  Since- 
it  could  not  remove  the  Obje&ions 
that  might  arife  againft  fuch  a  fu- 
C  2  ture 
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ture  State,  from  the  Uncertainty 
Men  mu  ft  have  been  under  about 
many  of  the  greateft  Circumftances 
of  it  ;  nor  lhew  them,  whether 
there  was  any  State  of  final  Re¬ 
ward,  fubjedt  to  no  future  State  of 
Tryal ;  when  that  State  of  Reward 
fhould  take  place ;  what  it  would 
be  ;  and  in  cafe  a  final  State  of 
Reward,  fubjedt  to  no  future  State 
of  Tryal,  was  ever  to  take  place, 
whether  there  might  not  be  many 
other  intermediate  States  of  Tryal 
before  it ;  which,  though  each  of 
them  might  be  better  to  good  Men 
than  the  former,  yet  might  leave 
them  fiill  expos’d,  after  all,  to  ma¬ 
ny  Deaths,  and  to  great  Hazard. 
All  thefe  Difficulties  would  natu¬ 
rally  occur,  after  Mankind  had  loft 
Innocence,  and  the  Pofleffion  of 
the  Garden  of  Eden ,  and  the  ''Tree 
of  Life ,  even  while  that  Garden 

and 
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and  Tree  fubftfted,  tho’  with  the 
Entrance  to  them  barr’d  by  the 
Word  appearing  in  a  Glory,  (which 
it  is  probable  it  was  till  the  Flood 
deftroy’d  them)  and  while,  from 
Edens  being  preferv’d  with  the  Tree 
of  Life  in  it,  tho’  with  the  way  to 
them  guarded  and  barr’d  againft 
all  Men  in  this  Life  by  the  Glo¬ 
ry  ;  They  might  juftly  have  en¬ 
tertain’d  fome  Hope,  that  if  they 
liv’d  in  Obedience  to  the  Laws  of 
reafonable  Beings,  they  ftiould  be 
re-admitted  to  it  after  Death :  for 
why  elfe  was  not  Eden,  and  the 
Tree  of  Life ,  rather  Deftroy’d  than 
Prelerv’d  and  Guarded  ?  Or  why 
elfe,  being  Preferv’d,  was  the  way 
to  it  Guarded,  againft  every  Man 
in  this  Life  that  would  enter  ?  By 
fuch  kind  of  dumb  Shew  as  this, 
were  the  great  Leflons  of  Mora¬ 
lity,  of  Worfhip,  and  of  future 

Rewards 
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Rewards  and  Punifhments,  taught 
Mankind  for  fome  time  after  the 
Fall. 

But  afterwards  God  was  farther 
pleas’d,  from  time  to  time,  to  fend 
his  Prophets  to  his  Family  and 
People,  to  republifh  and  inculcate 
thefe  Duties,  and  feveral  others  that 
flow’d  from  them,  in  order  to 
remedy  the  Inconveniencies  that 
might  arife,  thro’  Mens  Inattention 
to  Realbn,  thro’  the  great  Corrup¬ 
tion  of  Mens  own  Hearts,  and 
thro’  the  falfe  Dodrines  and  wicked 
Lives  of  others.  And  from  G  o  d’s 
Family  and  People,  fuch  as  were 
not  of  his  Family  and  People* 
might  learn  the  Meflages  on  which 
thefe  Prophets  were  fent.  Thefe 
Teachers  of  Righteoufnefs  were 
Perfons  beloved  of  God,  whom 
he  either  inftruded  by  fpecial  Mef- 
femmrs  fent  from  Heaven,  or  in- 

lpir’d 
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fpir’d  by  fit  Meafures  of  His  Holy 
Spirit  imparted  to  them  ;  whereby 
alio  He,  at  the  fame  time,  endu’d 
them  with  other  fufficient  Creden¬ 
tials,  (as  Prophecy,  Miracles,  &*c.J 
to  fhew,  that  they  were  fent  by 
Him,  the  more  effectually  thereby 
to  recall  Men  to  thefe  Obliga¬ 
tions. 

God  was  like  wife  pleas’d,  in  or¬ 
der  to  remedy  the  Inconveniencies 
that  might  arife  from  the  great  Ig¬ 
norance  that  Mankind  was  in  about 
the  principal  Circumftances  of  the 
future  Reward,  at  length  to  fend 
feme  of  thefe  Meffengers  alfo  to 
teach  them,  that  tho’  our  firft  Pa¬ 
rents  were,  for  their  Sin  and  Dis¬ 
obedience,  driven  out  of  Paradife, 
and  from  the  Tree  of  Life,  and 
were  made  fubjeft  to  Death,  and 
to  the  Curfe  and  Diforder  that 
tame  on  them,  and  on  all  the  reft 

of 
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of  the  Works  of  God  here  below ; 
(whereby  Men  might  fee  how  evil 
a  thing  Sin  is  in  its  own  Nature, 
and  how  bitter  in  its  Conlequences) 
yet,  that  if,  notwithftanding  all  the 
Difficulties  that  attended  their  lov¬ 
ing  God  and  their  Neighbour, 
they  ffiould  faithfully  dilcharge 
thofe  Obligations ;  I  fay,  that  thefe 
Prophets  were  fent  in  order  to  re¬ 
move  the  great  Uncertainty  Man¬ 
kind  was  in  about  their  future  Re¬ 
ward,  by  acquainting  them,  that 
this  Life  was  to  be  the  only  State  of 
Tryal ;  and  that  they  ffiould  cer¬ 
tainly  find  here,  at  their  recovering 
Life  from  Death  and  Corruption,  a 
Reftitution  of  all  Things  to  their 
original  Beauty  and  Order,  fubject 
to  no  future  Curfe  or  Death,  and 
with  an  Addition  of  luch  other 
Blefiings,  as  would  render  their 
State  happier  than  that  which  our 

firft 


C  *7  ) 

firil  Parents  forfeited  for  themfelves 
and  all  their  Pofterity. 

God  likewife  fent  thefe  Meffen- 
gers,  efpecially  in  the  moft  dege¬ 
nerate  Tinies,  not  only  to  teach 
Men  to  love  God  and  their  Neigh¬ 
bour,  and  to  remove  the  Uncertain¬ 
ty  they  were  in  about  the  State  of 
their  future  Reward ;  but  to  become 
bright  and  Ihining  Examples  of  the 
Virtue  they  taught ;  whereby  the 
World  might,  in  their  Perfons,  fee 
that  the  Love  of  God,  and  of 
their  Neighbour,  would  make  every 
Man  as  great  and  amiable,  as  Ido¬ 
latry  and  Malice  would  render  him 
odious  and  contemptible.  Some  of 
thefe  Prophets  he  call'd  to  feal  their 
Do&rine  with  their  Blood :  Others 
he  diftinguifh’d  by  lingular  Favours 
of  Providence :  And  two  of  them, 
(One  the  fecond  Patriarch  that  left 
the  World)  who  were  extremely 
P  remarkable 
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remarkable  for  their  Virtue,  in  the 
Times  of  the  greateft  Corruption, 
God  took  to  Paradife ;  in  order  to 
let  all  Men  fee,  that  there  was  luch 
a  future  happy  State,  as  they  had 
taught,  and  expedted  j  and  that  pe¬ 
culiar  Privileges  would,  at  one  time, 
or  in  one  way  or  another,  always 
attend  a  diftinguifh’d  Piety. 


But  the  whole  Gentile  World 
being  over-run  with  the  grofleft  I- 
dolatry,  and  with  all  the  Vices  that 
flow  from  it ;  fuch  as  Senfuality  in 
all  Inftances,  and  Inhumanity  in 
fome:  And  the  JewiJh  Nation  be¬ 
ing  corrupted  with  greater  Superfti- 
tion  than  ever,  and  with  the  fettled  , 

Vices 


(  I9  ) 

Vices  that  flow’d  from  that  falfe 
Piety,  fuch  as  Bigotry,  Pride,  Ma¬ 
lice,  Covetoufnels,  and  Ambition ; 
notwithftanding  G  o  d’s  having  fent 
thele  Prophets ,  of  their  own  Species, 
to  reclaim  them,  during  4000  Years ; 
he  was  4 1  laft,  in  infinite  Mercy, 
pleas’d,  that  the  Word  from  Hea¬ 
ven,  who  had  appear’d  in  the  Guife, 
Semblance,  or  Fafhion  of  a  God; 
as  he  had  perfonated  the  moil  High, 
ailing  as  a  Father  of  his  Family, 
and  as  a  King  of  his  People ;  (a 
Semblance  which  had  been  always 
attended  with  a  Glory,  and  with 
more  or  lels  Awe  and  Terror) 
fhould  empty  himfelf  of  that  Sem¬ 
blance  of  Power,  and  of  the  Glory, 
which  attended  it,  in  which  he  had 
lb  often  appear’d  to  the  Patriarchs, 
and  in  which  he  had  afterwards 
tabernacled  among  the  Ifraelites , 
till  the  Deftru&ion  of  the  firft  Tem- 
D  2  pie; 
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pie  ;  and  that  he  fhould  appear  in 
the  Semblance  of  a  private  Man,  or 
be  manifeft  in  the  likenefs  of  {inful 
Flefh  ;  but  yet  under  the  high  Cha¬ 
racter  of  the  only  begotten  Son  of 
God;  God  having  begotten  a 
Body  for  him,  in  the  Womb  of  the 
Virgin  Mary:  From  whence  he  was 
call’d  the  Mejftah ,  or  the  Chrifl ; 
and  was  born  to  be  the  King  of 
Ifrael ,  and  to  rule  over  all  the  Houfe 
of  Jacob  for  ever.  God  was  pleas’d 
to  fend  the  IV rtrd  in  this  Form  and 
Character,  (after  that  the  Meffages 
lent  by  other  inferior  Prophets  had 
not  been  duly  attended  to)  he  hav¬ 
ing  fhewn,  in  the  Dilcharge  of  his 
various  former  Adminiftrations,  an 
extraordinary  Love  of  Righteouf- 
nels,  and  Hatred  of  Iniquity.  He  . 
lent  him  moreover  attended  with 
every  Circum  fiance,  in  his  Birth, , 
Forerunner,  and  Life,  that  might  * 
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raife  Attention  to  him.  Giving  him 
alio  the  Spirit  without  meafure^v/htn 
he  was  about  Thirty  Years  of  Age ; 
and  furnilhing  him,  elpeciajly  from, 
the  Time  of  his  publick  Miniftry,  as 
a  Prophet,  with  every  other  Attefta- 
tion,  that  might  give  him  Credit. 

God  did  all  this,  to  the  intent 
that  he  might,  in  due  time,  call  all 
Men,  of  all  Nations  and  Families, 
back,  by  the  Man  Christ  Jesus, 
from  their  Idolatry,  Superftition, 
and  Malice,  to  the  Love  of  God, 
and  of  their  Neighbour ;  and  to  the 
Difcharge  of  every  Branch  of  thole 
two  great  comprehenlive  Duties  in 
the  moll  exalted  manner  j  and  that 
he  might  recall  them  by  Him,  with 
the  greateft  Clearnels,  Mildnefs, 
and  Authority. 

And  to  the  intent  alfo,  that  He 
might  acquaint  them,  that,  if  ( for- 
faking  that  vicious  Courfe  of  Life, 

which 
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which  receiv’d  fuch  Countenance 
and  Edablifhment  from  their  Ido¬ 
latry  and  Superftition)  they  would 
in  earned  betake  themfelves  to  the- 
Practice  of  the  contrary  Virtues ; 
for  their  unfpeakably  greater  En¬ 
couragement,  they  fhould  receive 
the  greated  Afliirance  of  the  For- 
givenefs  of  all  their  Sins  that  were 
pad ;  ( in  farther  Confirmation  of 
.fuch  Hopes  of  Pardon,  as  might  a- 
rife  from  the  Light  of  Nature,  or 
from  any  Sacrifices  that  had  ever 
been  in  ufe  among  Mankind,  or 
from  any  other  Intimations  of  Pro¬ 
vidence)  and  alfo  that,  thro’  God’s 
fuper-abundant  Grace  and  Favour, 
they  fhould,  at  the  Times  of  Refpi- 
ration,  and  Reditution  of  all  Things, 
be  made  Partakers  of  Paradile,  by 
the  fird  Refurrection,  with  the  ad¬ 
dition  of  other  Indances  of  Felicity 
in  that  happy  State,  undifcover’d 

beforp ; 
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before;  and  above  all,  that  after 
enjoying  that  Happinefs  on  Earth 
for  a  long  Term,  in  more  refined 
Animal  Bodies,  and  being  thereby 
more  fully  prepared  for  a  higher 
Felicity,  they  fhould  (at  the  End  of 
the  Judgment,  and  of  the  Execu¬ 
tion  of  theWicked)  mount  the  Skies, 
in  Celeftial,  Spiritual,  Powerful, 
Glorious,  and  Immortal  Bodies ;  in 
a  word,  in  Bodies  form’d  after  the 
faihion  of  Christ’s  mod:  glorious 
Body,  and  for  ever  enjoy  the  con- 
(ummate  Blifs  of  the  third  or  highefl: 
Heavens :  the  Place,  from  whence 
the  Word  came  when  he  appear’d 
in  the  World,  and  whither  he  went 
when  he  left  it,  in  order  to  prepare 
a  Manfion  there  for  us ;  till  he  fhall 
at  laft  come  from  thence,  to  take 
us  to  himfelf,  that  fo  where  he  is, 
there  we  may  be  alfo :  The  Place, 
where  there  is  Fullnefs  of  Toys,  and 
i  Rivers 
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Rivers  of  Pleafure  for  evermore. 
Or,  to  fpeak  as  free  from  Figure  as 
we  can,  the  Place  where  the  Great 
God,  and  Father  of  all  Things, 
immediately  difplays  the  brighteft 
Glories  of  all  his  Divine  Perfecti¬ 
ons  ;  and  where,  from  fo  great  a 
Height,  we  lhall  not  only  be  able 
to  furvey  the  whole  Sphere  of  his 
Works,  and  difcover  the  various 
and  intricate  Syftems  of  his  Provi¬ 
dence  ;  but  being  in  his  immediate 
Pretence,  Jhall fee  him  asheis. 

After  this  great  Prophet^  to  whom, 
all  the  Prophets  that  went  before, 
pointed,  and  to  whom,  all  that  came 
after,  referr’d,  had  been,  in  all 
things,  a  moil  perfect  and  unipot- 
ted  Copy  of  his  own  Sublime  and 
Heavenly  DoCtrine  ;  He  died  to 
confirm  the  Truth  of  it.  Where¬ 
upon  God  was  pleas’d  to  fhew 
Mankind,  that  he  had  confiituted 

him 
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him  a  King,  and  a  Prieft,  He 
fhew’d  them,  that  he  had  done 
this,  by  making  this  Great  Prophet 
the  Firft-Fruits  of  them  that  ilept  ; 
(without  letting  him  fee  Corruption] 
by  taking  him,  at  the  End  of  forty 
Days,  up  into  Heaven  ;  by  feating 
him  on  his  own  Throne ;  by  giving 
him  the  Holy  Spirit ,  (whereby  the 
Holy  Spirit  became  the  Spirit  of 
Christ;)  and  by  empowering 
him,  in  ten  Days  after  his  Afcen- 
lion  to  Heaven,  to  fend  it  down 
from  thence,  in  the  moft  plentiful 
manner,  on  his  Apojlles  and  Difci- 
ples ,  as  God  had  formerly  lent  it 
down  on  his  Prophets ,  (tho’  in  a 
lefs  degree)  and  precifely  accor¬ 
ding  to  his  own  exprefs  Prediction: 
G  o  d,  I  fay,  was  pleas’d,  by  all 
this,  to  fhew  Mankind,  that  he  had 
conftituted  this  great  Prophet  a  per¬ 
petual  High~Priefi  and  a  King,  at 
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his  own  Right  Hand  ;  that  is,  that 
he  had  inverted  him  with  all  the 
Power  a  Deriv’d  Being  can  have  ; 
and  had  affur’d  him  of  the  higheft 
Intereft  with  himfelf;  (to  whom 
alone  all  Original  and  Unlimited 
Power  belongs :)  To  the  end,  that  all 
Men  might  pay  the  greater  Regard 
to  his  Rules  as  a  Prophet ,  lince  they 
were  now  made  his  Laws  as  a  King ; 
and  that  all  Men  might  reft  latis- 
fy’d,  that  this  incomparable  Re¬ 
ward  of  Virtue,  which  Jesus,  as 
the  Great  Prophet ,  had  firft  difco- 
ver’d  to  Mankind,  fhould  moft  cer¬ 
tainly  await  ftncere  Virtue ;  being 
to  be  obtain’d  thro’  his  Interceflion 
with  the  Father,  as  an  High-Prieji , 
(on  account  of  his  once  offering  up 
himfelf  to  God  in  the  Heavens,  as 
his  only-begotten  Son,  who  had 
been  obedient  to  the  Death  of  the 
Crofs,  for  his  Glory,  and  the  Good  \ 

* 
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of  Mankind ; )  and  being  to  be  a- 
warded  to  them,  (either  at  the  firft 
RefurreCtion,  or  at  the  Confumma- 
don  of  all  Things)  by  him,  as  an 
High-Prieji ,  and  as  a  King.  And 
|  how  could  Men  poffibly  doubt  of 
his  Power  and  Intereft  for  this  Pur- 
)  pole,  after  his  being  dignify  *d  with 
!  thefe  two  high  Characters  ?  Or  how 
could  they  poffibly  doubt  of  his 
Good-will  towards  them,  lince  he 
had  loved  them,  fo  as  to  die  for 
I  them  ? 

At  the  fame  time  that  God  con- 
ferr’d  thefe  two  tranlcendent  Dig¬ 
nities  on  this  Great  Prophet,  in  or- 
[  der  to  allure  Mankind  the  better,  of 
the  high  Reward  that,  he  had  told 
Men  would  attend  Virtue,  He  like— 

;  wife  conferr’d  them  on  him,  accor¬ 
ding  to  the  Covenant  between  them, 

:  as  a  Reward  for  his  extraordinary 
Condefcenlion,  in  laying  alide  the 
Ji  2  Guile 
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Guife  of  a  G  o  d,  or  a  King  ;  and 
in  taking  the  Fafhion  of  a  private 
Man, or  the  Likenefs  of  linful  Flefh ; 
and  becoming  obedient  to  Death, 
even  the  Death  of  the  Crofs :  By  all 
which  he  was  enabled  to  give  Men 
thefe  Precepts,  Motives,  and  Exam¬ 
ples.  And  hereby  God  alfo  far¬ 
ther  taught  and  allured  good  Men, 
not  only,  that  they  fhould  obtain  a 
Refurredtion  to  their  everlafting  Re¬ 
ward  ;  but  alfo  a  proportionable  De¬ 
gree  of  Recompence  for  every  ex¬ 
traordinary  Inftance  or  Degree  of 
the  Love  of  God,  or  of  our  Neigh¬ 
bour,  over  and  above  the  fteady 
and  habitual  Practice  of  them  on 
all  common  Occalions. 

And  becaufe  his  own  People,  the 
"Jews ,  had  not  obey’d  the  Law  that 
he  had  pronounc’d  from  Mount  Si¬ 
nai,  in  the  outward  Appearance  of 
a  local  and  temporary  God  or  King,  i 

and 
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and  had  rejected  him,  when  Goo 
lent  him  here  as  a  Prophet ;  and 
had  llain  him,  as  they  had  the 
former  Prophets ;  he  now  being  ac¬ 
tually  exalted  by  the  God  of  their 
Fathers,  to  be  in  his  own  Right  an 
univerfal  or  perpetual  King :  He,  I 
lay,  lent  his  Twelve  Apofiles  (the 
great  Prophets  of  the  New  Teda- 
ment,  illuminated  by  the  highed 
Gifts  pf  his  Spirit, J  as  his  Ambajja- 
dors ;  to  perluade  them  yet  at  lad; 
to  accept  him,  and  to  fave  them- 
felves  and  their  Nation  from  utter 
Dedrudfion  :  And  upon  their  con¬ 
tinuing  obdinate,  he  lent  two  other 
Apofiles ,  with  the  like  MeOage,  to 
his  Enemies  the  Gentiles.  He  did 
not  fend  thefe  Ambajjadors ,  at  the 
lird,  to  the  Gentiles ,  that  lo  the 
Jews  might  have  no  handle  of  Of¬ 
fence  againd  their  Embalfy :  And 
He  fent  them,  at  lad,  to  the  Gen¬ 
tiles , 
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tiles ,  that  he  might,  by  provoking 
the  Jews  to  Jealoufy,  if  portable, 
keep  them  ftill  to  be  his  People : 
Or  when  they  would  not  be  kept, 
that  by  rejecting  their  Nation,  and 
by  calling  the  G entiles ,  he  might 
have  a  People,  in  the  ftead  of  the 
Jews ;  and  that  the  Gentiles  alfo 
might  fee  the  Salvation  of  G  od: 
Till,  at  laft,  the  happy  Time  fhall 
come,  when  the  Fullnefs  of  all  the 
EleCt,  and  Well-difpos’d,  fhall  fub- 
mit  to  him,  both  among  Jews  and 
Gentiles ;  and  make  but  one  Peo¬ 
ple  under  God,  and  Jesus,  his 
Anointed  King. 

As  He  has  been  inverted  with 
thefe  two  exalted  Characters,  as  a 
Reward  to  himfelf,  and  as  a  far¬ 
ther  Means  to  bring  in  all  his  EleCt, 
and  as  a  farther  Security  to  Good 
Men,  that  they  fhall  receive  their 
promifed  Reward ;  fo  He  is  to  con¬ 
tinue 
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tinue  inverted  with  thefe  two  Cha- 
radlers  for  all  thefe  Purpofes ;  till 
all  the  Eledt  are  compleated  into 
one  People  under  him  ;  till  all  the 
Enemies  of  that  People  are  entirely 
fubdued  ;  and  till  every  Individual 
of  this  great  Body  fhall  be  put  into 
the  full  Pofiedion  of  their  Celeftial, 
Compleat,  and  Unalienable  Felicity. 
But  as  every  Ground  for  Doubts 
and  Fears,  even  for  every  Doubt 
and  Fear  of  fuch  weak  and  guilty 
Minds  as  ours,  muft  be  then  at  an 
end  ;  Christ  is  to  deliver  up  his 
Royal  Priefthood  to  the  Father,  that 
fo  G  o  d  may  be  all  in  all. 

God  has  moreover,  by  lbme  or 
other  of  thefe  Meffengers  of  his,  in- 
ftituted  fuch  Methods  or  Means  of 
Religion,  from  time  to  time,  as  be¬ 
ing  beft  fuited  to  the  Circumftances 

of 
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of  Men  and  Things,  in  the  different 
Times  in  which  they  were  appoin- 
ted,  were  moft  properly  and  beau¬ 
tifully  calculated  to  beget  and  en- 
creafe  the  Love  of  God,  and  of 
their  Neighbour,  in  their  Minds. 

If  they  produced  that  bleffed  Ef¬ 
fect,  they  anfwer’d  the  only  End 
for  which  God  appointed  them ; 
and  became  highly  ufeful  to  Man¬ 
kind,  as  they  became  the  Means 
of  True  Religion  to  them.  But  if 
they  were  ufed  as  Equivalents  for 
the  Love  of  G  o  D,  and  of  our  Neigh¬ 
bour  ;  or  to  foothe  Mankind  in  the 
contraryDifpolitions ;  they  were  moft 
highly  perverted,  and  became  a  Su- 
perftition,  loathfome  to  God,  and 
deftruftive  to  Men.  The  great  In- 
ftances  of  this  kind  of  Appoint¬ 
ments,  were  the  Patriarchal  Sacri- 
fices,  and  the  Patriarchal  Circum- 
eifion,  under  the  Old  Teftament ; 

and 
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and  Baptifm,  the  Lord’s  Supper, 
and  Worfhiping  God  thro’  a  Me¬ 
diator,  under  the  New. 


God  has  alio  all  along  taken 
Care,  by  his  Commands,  and  by 
the  Methods  of  his  Providence,  to 
make  luch  a  Separation  between  the 
Pious  and  the  Wicked  in  all  Ages, 
as  might  preferve  the  Former  from 
the  Infection  of  the  Latter ;  and  as 
might  keep  the  Former  attentive, 
not  only  to  the  Law  of  Nature,  but 
to  fuch  Republications  of  it,  to  luch 
great  Examples  of  the  Obfervance 
of  it,  and  to  luch  powerful  Motives 
to  obey  it,  as  he  Ihould  at  any  time 
be  pleas’d  to  vouchfafe  them.  Of 

F  this 
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this  kind  are  the  Separation  that 
God  made  of  the  pious  Family  of 
Seth,  from  the  viperous  Family  of 
Cain  ;  of  the  Family  of  the  bleffed 
Shem,  from  the  Family  of  the  ac¬ 
cused  Canaan ;  of  Faithful  Abra¬ 
ham,  from  his  Idolatrous  Kindred  ; 
of  the  Ifraelitijh  People,  from  all 
other  Nations,  Worlhipers  of  the 
Devil ;  by  the  Theocracy,  and  all 
the  various  Laws  of  it,  and  the  ex¬ 
traordinary  Providences  that  atten¬ 
ded  it ;  and  of  Chriftians,  in  their 
Worfhiping  Aflemblies,  from  all 
Atheiftical,  Impious,  and  Antichri- 
ftian  Men,  and  Societies. 

In  a  word ;  The  Unity  of  the 
Defign  of  Natural  and  Reveal’d 
Religion ;  the  beautiful  Variety  of 
the  Means  of  Reveal’d  Religion, 
fuited  to  the  various  Circumftanceg 
of  Men  and  Things,  ftill  riling  from 
the  firft  oi  thefe  Means  to  the  laft 

of 
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of  them,  leading  to  it,  and  centring 
in  it ;  the  Wifdom  5  the  Unexcep- 
tionablenels ;  the  Plainnefs ;  the 
Grandeur  3  the  External,  as  well  as 
the  Internal  Evidence ;  and  the  Ef¬ 
ficacy  of  this  Scheme ;  together  with 
its  entire  Opposition  to  the  Scheme 
of  unmix’d  Falfhood,  (Atheifm,  I- 
dolatry,  and  Vice)  and  its  incom¬ 
parable  Excellence,  above  all  the  va¬ 
rious  Syftems  of  compounded  Er¬ 
ror,  pretended  Revelation,  and  eve¬ 
ry  Degree  of  Superftition,  Sufficient¬ 
ly  befpeak  it  to  he  of  Divine  Origi¬ 
nal.  Let  the  Deifts  Shew,  if  they 
can,  that  this  is  not  a  Scheme  alto¬ 
gether  worthy  of  G  o  d,  and  bene¬ 
ficial  to  Mankind  1  Or  if,  as  I  fup- 
pofe,  they  will  agree,  that  Part  of 
this  is  the  True  Scheme  of  Natural 
Religion ;  Let  them  fhew,  that  the 
reft  of  it  is  not  that  Scheme  of  Re¬ 
veal’d  Religion,  which  admirably 
F  2  tends 
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tends  to  promote  Natural  Religion, 
and  which  is  laid  down  for  that 
End  in  the  Bible. 

N.  B.  This  Difcourfe  had  been  pub- 
lijhed  in  the  Chriftmas  Week ,  if 
an  Accident  had  not  prevented 
it . 
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Catechifing,  &c.  6.  A  Paflage  in  Bifhop  Pear- 

fon  on  the  Creed ;  and  another  in  Bifhop  Pa¬ 
trick's  Commentaries  examin’d.  7.  Of  the 
Soul  ;  its  Immortality,  Immateriality,  &V.  with 
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PREFACE. 

JT  being  intended  that  a  Second  Edition  of 
An  Enquiry  into  the  Evidence  of  the  Chri- 
an  Religion  Jhould  be  publijh'd,  I  thought  it 
proper  juft  to  mention  to  the  Reader  that  I  have 
made  fome  few  Additions  to  it. 

Particularly ,  I  have  added  to ,  and  frength- 
ened  my  Arguments ,  that  the  Syftem  of  the  Uni - 
verfe  did  not  always  exift,  but  muft  have  had  a 
CauJ'e  of  its  Exiftence  external  and  antecedent  to 
it.  And  I  have  been  more  full  and  clear  in  my 
Proof  of  the  Attributes  of  that  Being  who  ex¬ 
ift  s  without  C a ufe,  and  is  the  Author  of  the  Ex¬ 
iftence  of  this  Syftem. 

And  as  I  have  been  fuller  and  clearer  in  the 
Proof  of  the  Attributes  of  the  Deity ,  ft  have  J 
in  that  natural  Religion ,  or  Means  to  Happihefs 
which  is  founded  on  them ;  and  I  will  prefume 
t0  Jay>  thftt  the  natural  Religion  which  I  ad¬ 
vance  ,  detnonjlr atively  follows  from  the  Attri¬ 
butes. 

I  have  in  one  Point  gone  higher  than  I  did  be- 
Jore .  -and  as  I  had  proved  that  if  the  Author  of 
Man’s  Exiftence  was  a  wife ,  good,  and  powerful 
Being,  Man  muft  be  mafe  capable  of  obtaining 

Happi - 
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Happinefs ;  fo  I  now  prove  from  the  Attributes 
of  Wifdom ,  Goodnefs ,  Power ,  /to  to 

pinefs  fall  be  everla fling,  and  that  he  who  by 
a  right  UJe  of  his  Powers  fhall  obtain  Happinefs , 
will  enjoy  it  to  all  Eternity. 

I  have  been  more  particular  in  an  Enquiry 
whether  it  was  fuitable  to  the  Attributes  of  God 
for  him  to  reveal  himfelf  becaufe  it  has  been  late¬ 
ly  advanced  by  a  very  confiderable  Writer ,  that 
the  Law,  Rule*  or  Religion,  given  to  all  Men , 
is  a  Perfed  Law,  Rule,  or  Religion,  and  can 
have  nothing  added  to  it ;  from  whence  it  will 
follow ,  (though  this  Gentleman  does  not  exprefy 
fay  fo  much)  that  God  cannot  at  all  reveal  him- 
felf\  and  upon  fearching  this  Point ,  I  fill  find 
that  it  is  very  fuitable  to  the  Attributes  of  God 
for  him  to  reveal  himfelf ;  and  that  the  Law, 
Rule,  or  Religion  given  to  all  Men ,  is  a  very  im- 
perfett  Law,  Rule,  or  Religion,  and  may  have 
fometbing  added  to  it. 

I  have  not  yet  found  Reafon  to  retradl  any 
' Thing  which  I  before  advanced ;  fill  continue  to 
ajfert  there  is  no  Proof  of  a  God  a.  priori;  and 
am  ready  to  make  good  that  Ajfert  ion. 

I  have  only  to  add ,  my  fine  ere  Wijhes,  that,  if 
I  have  delivered  any  Thing  contrary  to  the  Truth, 
it  may  not  be  received . 
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Proportion  which  expreiTes 
the  Exiftence,  Nature,  Re¬ 
lations,  Powers,  &c.  of  Be-? 
ings,  or  Things,  or  Fades ; 
that  is,  which  exprefles 
Things  as  they  are,  is  call’d  Truth. 

II.  Evidence  is  the  Ground  of  the  Mind's  A 
lent  to  Truth,  or  the  Means  or  Medium  by 
Which  Truth  is  convey’d  to  the  Mind.  There 

h 

i.  Evidence  of  Senfe*,  or  our  own  Senfes,  are 
Evidence  to  us  of  certain  Fads. 
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2.  There  is  Demonftration*,  or  we  can  by  our 
own  Powers  find  Connedions  betwixt  Truths, 
and  from  Things  known,  difcover  others  un¬ 
known. 

3.  There  is  Moral  Proof;  or  the  Teftimony 
of  Perfons  concerning  the  Evidence  of  their 
Senfes,  and  an  Appearance  of  Circumftances  and 
Things. 

III.  The  higheft  Degree  of  this  laft  kind  of 
Evidence  is  call’d  Moral  Certainty. 

IV.  A  lower  Degree  of  it  is  call’d  Probabi¬ 
lity. 

V.  An  Aflent  to  Propofitions,  of  which  we 
have  not  Evidence  of  Senfe,  nor  can  demonftrate, 
is  call’d  Belief,  or  Opinion. 

VI.  When  our  Belief  or  Opinion  concerning 
the  Exiftence,  Nature,  or  Relations  of  Beings,  or 
Things,  or  Fads,  agrees  with  the  Exiftence,  Na¬ 
ture,  Relations  of  Beings  or  Things,  or  Fads, 
and  the  Mind  takes  Things  to  be  what  they 
really  are,  then  we  are  faid  to  have  a  true,  or 
right  Opinion  or  Belief  concerning  thofe  Things. 

VII.  When  our  Belief  or  Opinion  concerning 
the  Exiftence,  Nature,  Relations  of  Beings,  or 
Things,  or  Fads,  does  not  agree  with  the  Exift¬ 
ence,  Nature,  Relations  of  Beings  or  Things,  or 
Fads,  but  the  Mind  takes  Things  to  be  what 
they  really  are  not,  then  the  Mind  has  a  falfc 
Opinion  or  Belief  concerning  thofe  Things. 
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SECT.  II. 

Pleasure  and  Pain  need  not,  nor  can 
properly  be  defined. 

Def.  I.  Happinefs,  is  a  Term  for  colleded 
Pleafure,  or  a  Sum  Total  of  Pleafure. 

II.  Mifery,  is  a  Term  for  colleded  Pain,  or  a 
Sum  Total  of  Pain. 

III.  That  Being  may  be  call’d  a  happy  Be¬ 
ing,  who  enjoys  Pleafure  without  Interruption 
of  Pain. 

IV.  That  Being  a  miferable  Being,  who  fuffers 
Pain  without  Enjoyment  of  Pleafure. 

Y.  Every  Being  is  in  fome  Degree  Happy, 
the  Sum  Total  of  wThofe  Pleafure  exceeds  his 
Pains. 

VI.  Every  Being  is  in  fome  Degree  Mifera¬ 
ble,  the  Sum  Total  of  whofe  Pains  exceeds  his 
Pleafures. 

VII.  Any  Degree  of  Pleafure  to  a  Being,  which 
procures  to  that  Being  a  greater  Degree  of  Pain, 
is  not  to  be  reckon’d  as  part  of  his  Happinefs, 
but  Mifery. 

VIII.  Any  Degree  of  Pain  to  a  Being,  which 
procures  to  that  Being  a  greater  Degree  of  Plea¬ 
fure,  is  not  to  be  reckon’d  as  part  of  his  Mifery, 
but  Happinefs. 

IX.  Perfed  Happinefs  is  the  enjoying  the 
higheft  Degree  of  Pleafure  that  fenfible  Beings 
are  capable  of,  without  any  Interruption  of 
Pain* 
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SECT.  Ill, 

Prop.  I.  fi  1 0  all  fenfible  Beings  Pleafure  k 
preferable  to  Pam, 

II.  If  to  all  fenfible  Beings  Pleafure  is  prefer¬ 
able  to  Pain,  then  all  fuch  Beings  muft  will  and 
defire  Pleafure,  and  will  an  Avoidance  of  Pain. 

III.  What  fenfible  Beings  muft  always  prefer* 
will,  and  defire,  is  moft  fit  for  them. 

IV.  What  fenfible  Beings  muft  always  will 
contrary  to,  ftiun  and  avoid,  is  moft  unfit  fo£ 
them. 

V.  Happinefs  is  then  in  its  own  Nature  moft 
fit  for  fenfible  Beings. 

VI.  Mifery  is  in  its  own  Nature  moft  unfft 
for  them. 

VII.  If  Happinefs  is  in  its  own  Nature  moft 
fit  for  fenfible  Beings ,  and  Mifery  in  its  own : 
Nature  molt  unfit  for  them,  then  there  are  Fitr 
nefles  and  Unfitnefies  of  Things  arifing  from  the  ] 
Nature  of  fenfible  Beings  antecedent  to  all  Lav/ 
and  Appointment;  and  the  Happinefs  of  fenfi-; 
b!e  Beings  is  a  Fitnefs  of  Things,  and  the  Mir 
fery  of  fenfible  Beings,  an  Unfitnefs  of  Things. 

VIII.  And  it  farther  follows,  that  if  the  Hapr 
pinefs  of  fenfible  Beings  is  a  Fitnefs  of  Things,  I 
and  the  Mifery  of  fenfible  Beings  an  Unfitnefs  of, 
Things,  that  whatever  is  a  Means  to  the  Hap-; 
pinefs  of  fenfible  Beings,  is  likewife  fitting,  or  fit* 
and  that  whatever  is  a  Means  to  the  Mifery  off 
fenfible  Beings,  is  unfitting,  or  unfit. 

IX.  Thai 
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IX.  Thac  all  thofe  Adions  of  fenfible  Beings 
which  tend  to  the  Happineft  of  fenfible  Beings, 
are  mod  fit. 

X.  That  all  thofe  Adions  of  fenfible  Beings 
which  tend  to  the  Mifery  of  fenfible  Beings,  are 
moft  unfit. 

XL  That  right  or  true  Opinions  concerning 
the  Exiftence,  Nature,  Relations,  Powers  of  Be¬ 
ings,  and  Things,  and  Fads,  and  concerning  the 
Tendency  of  our  Adions,  are  fit.  And, 

XII.  That  all  falfe  Opinions  concerning  the 
Exiftence,  Nature,  Relations,  Powers  of  Beings 
and  Things,  and  Fads,  and  the  Tendency  of  our 
Adions,  are  unfit. 

XIII.  That  an  Examination  into  the  Evidence 
pf  the  Exiftence,  Nature,  Relations,  Powers  of 
Beings  and  Things,  and  Fads,  and  the  Tendency 
of  our  Adions,  is  fit.  That 

XIV.  An  Aftent  to  Evidence  is  fit. 

XV.  And  a  Diftent  from  Evidence  unfit. 


SECT.  IV. 

Def.  '  |  "'HAT  Power  of  the  Mind  by  which 
|  it  difcovers  the  Exiftence,  Nature, 
Relations,  Powers,  &c.  of  Beings,  and  Things, 
and  the  Fitneis,  and  Unfitnefs  of  Things  from 
antecedent  Knowledge ;  that  is ,  which  finds 

Truth 
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Truth  from  its  Connexion  with  Truth  ante- 
cedently  known,  or  believed,  is  call'd  Reafon. 

As  Reafon  is  that  Power  of  the  Mind  by 
which  it  finds  Truth,  and  the  Fitnefs  and  Un- 
fitnefs  of  Things,  it  follows,  that  whatever  is 
True  or  Fit,  is  alfo  Rational,  Reafonable,  or  ac¬ 
cording  to  Reafon.  And  that, 

1.  It  is  reafonable  that  fenfible  Beings  fliould 
be  happy. 

2.  That  it  is  unreafonable  they  fliould  be  mi- 
ferable. 

3.  That  whatever  is  a  Means  to  the  Happi¬ 
nefs  of  fenfible  Beings  is  rational,  or  according 
to  Reafon. 

4.  That  whatever  is  a  Means  to  the  Mifery 
of  filch  Beings  is  Irrational,  or  contrary  to  Rea- 
fon. 

y.  That  all  thofe  Adions  of  Beings  which 
are  Means  to  their  Happinefs,  are  rational. 

6.  That  all  thofe  Adions  of  Beings  which 
are  Means  to  their  Mifery,  are  irrational. 

7.  That  whoever  does  not,  as  far  as  he  has 
Ability,  fearch  out  the  Means  to  his  Happinefs, 
is  irrational. 

8.  That  whoever  does  not  make  ufe  of  thofe 
Means,  when  found,  is  irrational. 

9.  That  an  Enquiry  after  Truth  is  rational. 

10.  That  an  Aflent  to  it  is  rational. 

11.  That  when  a  Propofition  is  propofed, 
which  if  true  will  affed  our  Happinefs  in  the 
higheft  Degree,  it  is  highly  irrational  not  to  ex¬ 
amine  whether  it  be  true  or  not. 

ix.  That 


Propositions.  y 

12.  That  in  Order  to  a  rational  Affent,  it  is 
rational  to  confider  what  kind  of  Evidence  Pro™ 
portions  of  that  Nature  are  capable  of 

That  is,  in  Order  to  an  End,  it  is  rational  to 
conlider  by  what  Means  it  is  to  be  obtain'd,  and 
as  fome  Truths  can  be  fupported  with  Evidence 
of  Senfe;  or  Demonftration ;  others  only  by  Te- 
ftimony  of  Perfons,  and  an  Appearance  of  Cir- 
cuniftances  and  Things ;  it  mu  ft  be  proper  to 
confider  what  kind  of  proof  Propofitions  of  this 
Nature  are  capable  of. 

13.  That  it  is  highly  irrational  to  exped  that 
Evidence  of  Propofitions,  which  the  Nature  of 
fuch  Propofitions  will  not  admit.  As  thus,  fup™ 
pofe  the  Queftion  was  concerning  Hiftorical 
Fads,  pretended  to  be  before  our  own  Times ; 
of  thefe  there  can  be  no  higher  Evidence  than 
Tefrimony  of  Perfons,  and  a  Concurrence  of  Cir- 
cumftances,  and  Things,  and  Events.  It  muft  be 
then  highly  irrational  to  exped  other  kind  of 
Evidence  of  fuch  Propofitions. 

14.  That  when  Moral  Proof  or  Probability 
is  the  only  Evidence  Propofitions  are  capable  01^ 
this  ought  to  determine  the  Aflent  to  fuch  Pro¬ 
pofitions  as  truly  as  Demonftration  ought  to 
determine  the  Affent  to  Propofitions  which  can 
be  demonftrated. 

An  Aflent  to  Evidence,  is  an  Affent  accord* 
ing  to  Keafon;  and  a  Diffent  from  Evidence 
a  Diffent  contrary  to  Reafon  :  And  the  Irra¬ 
tionality  of  the  Diflent  confifts  in  diffenting 
from  Evidence,  as  fuch,  be  that  Evidence  what 
it  will 
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THAT  the  Chriftian  Religion  is  a  Divine’ 
Revelation,  is  a  Proportion,  which  if 
true  will  afFeft  our  Happinefs  in  the  higheft  De¬ 
gree;  it  is  then  highly  irrational  not  to  confi- 
der  whether  it  be  true  or  not. 

That  if  the  Chriftian  Religion  be  true,  the 
Happinefs  of  all  thofe  to  whom  it  is  promul- 
ged,  muft  confift  in  believing  this  Religion  and 
obeying  its  Precepts,  is  evident  from  the  Nature 
of  this  Religion  and  its  repeated  Declarations ; 
it  muft  be  then  highly  irrational  not  to  examine 
whether  it  be  true  or  not. 

In  order  then  to  find  whether  the  Chri¬ 
ftian  Religion  be  a  Divine  Revelation,  we  will 
go  to  the  very  Bottom  of  Things ;  and  firft 
lee  what  is  our  Evidence  of  a  God  :  And  be¬ 
fore  we  examine  whether  a  certain  fuppofed 
Being  has  reveal’d  himfelf,  we  will  confider 
whether  we  have  Reafon  to  believe,  that  there 
is  really  fuch  a  Being. 


SECT, 


Enquiry  into ,  8cc. 


9 


SECT.  VI. 

Enquiry  the  i  ft.  What  is  our  Evidence 
of  a  God? 

IN  the  firft  Place  then  we  find  the  Mind 
empty  and  void,  without  any  innate  Ideas 
of  fuch  a  Being,  or  any  Notion  of  a  God,  ’till 
it  afcends  to  it  by  that  which  is  the  Bafis  of  all 
Knowledge,  Ideas  of  Senfation. 

And  as  there  are  no  innate  Ideas  of  a  God, 
fo  likewife  we  can  have  no  Proof  of  fuch  a  Be* 
ing  a  priori-,  and  if  there  is  really  fuch  a  Be¬ 
ing,  we  can  only  come  to  a  Knowledge  of  his 
Exigence,  from  a  Confideration  of  the  Exigence 
of  Things. 

We  then  perceive  and  feel  that  certain  Things 
do  exift,  which  Things  we  find  mud  exift  cither 
with,  or  without  a  Caufe.  If  they  exift  without 
a  Caufe,  then  it  follows  that  they  muft  have 
exifted  eternally,  it  being  certain  that  nothing 
can  have  a  Beginning  without  a  Caufe.  If  they 
exift  with  a  Caufe,  then  we  muft  confider,  what 
can  be  the  Caufe  of  their  Exiftence. 

The  Queftion  then  is,  whether  we  have  Rea- 
fon  to  think,  that  the  Things  which  we  fee  and 
perceive  do  exift,  exifted  eternally  without  a 
Caufe,  or  whether  there  is  a  Caufe  of  their  Ex¬ 
iftence?  The  moft  likely  Method  to  obtain  Sa¬ 
tisfaction  in  this  Point,  is  to  confider  the  Things 
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which  do  exift,  and  what  we  know  of  the  Man¬ 
ner  of  their  Exigence. 

And  here  we  find  certain  Chains  of  Caufes 
and  Effefts,  and  many  Parts  of  this  Syftem 
owing  their  Exiftence  to  an  antecedent  Caufe, 
confequently,  we  cannot  with  Reafon  aftert  that 
the  whole  Syftem  exifts  without  Caufe. 

As  thus,  if  we  take  any  Species  of  Beings, 
we  fay  juftly,  that  no  one  individual  of  that 
Species  ever  exifted  without  a  Caufe,  then  we 
cannot  fay,  that  the  whole  Species  compofed  of 
thofe  Individuals,  exifted  without  a  Caufe.  If  e- 
very  Link  in  a  certain  Chain  has  a  Caufe,  then 
mu  ft  the  whole  Chain  have  a  Caufe. 

If  it  is  replied,  that  though  every  Link  in  a 
Chain,  every  individual  of  a  Species  muft  have  a 
Caufe;  yet  that  the  Caufe  is  only  in  the  Chain 
itfelf,  in  the  Species,  and  that  a  Succeffion  of 
fuch  Individuals  is  infinite,  and  confequently, 
without  Caufe.  I  anfwer,  a  Succeffion  which 
depends  on  fomething  external  to  the  Succef¬ 
fion  for  its  Continuance,  which  is  the  Cafe  ( 
of  all  the  Succeffions  in  this  Syftem,  muft  have 
a  Caufe  external  and  antecedent  to  it. 

For,  whatever  has  been  always,  and  without 
Caufe,  muft  be  always ;  and  there  cannot  be  a 
Caufe  of  the  ceafing  to  be,  of  that,  which  had 
no  Beginning,  nor  Caufe.  And,  if  a  Succeffion 
of  Beings,  (iippofe  Men,  has  been  always,  and  . 
without  Caufe,  there  can  be  no  Caufe  of  the  , 
ceafing  to  be  of  a  Succeffion  of  Men. 

But  a  Succeffion  of  Men  is  liable  to  ceafe  , 
from  feveral  Caufes.  It  may  ceafe  by  outward 
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Accidents ;  and  it  is  poffible  that  thofe  Things 
I  which  have  often  been  partially  deftrudive 
I  to  Mankind,  may  become  univerfally  fb,  and 
the  whole  Species  deftroy’d  by  them. 

It  may  ceafe  from  a  Want  of  the  Support 
and  Afliftance  of  other  Beings  and  Things  j  and 
:  Mankind  be  extind  from  a  Want  of  Sufte- 
;  nance. 

A  Succeilion  of  Beings  then,  which  is  de- 
)  pendent  on  fomething  external  to  the  Succef- 
j  fion  for  its  Continuance,  may  quite  ceafe  ;  and 
:  if  it  may  quite  ceafe ,  then  it  could  not  exift 
;  without  Caufe;  there  being  no  Caufe  of  the 
ceafing  to  be  of  that,  which  has  no  Caufe  of 
its  Exiftence. 

a.  A  Succeflion  of  Beings,  each  of  which 
cannot  exift  but  in  Pain,  without  the  Support 
and  Afliftance  of  fomething  external  to  the  Suc- 
1  ceflion,  (which  is  the  Cafe  of  all  the  Succef- 
iions  in  this  Syftem)  muft  have  a  Caufe  exter¬ 
nal,  and  antecedent  to  it. 

If  there  is  Pain  in  an  individual  of  a  Succef- 
fion,  there  is  Caufe  of  that  Pain-,  otherwife, 
there  would  be  a  Beginning,  without  a  Caufe. 
The  Caufe  of  Pain  in  fuch  Individual,  muft  be 
in  the  Succeflion,  or  not  in  it.  But  there  can¬ 
not  be  a  Caufe  of  Pain  in  that  which  exifts 
without  Caufe.  Confequently,  a  Succeflion  of 
Beings,  each  of  which  cannot  exift  but  in  Pain 
without  the  Support  and  Afliftance  of  fome¬ 
thing  external  to  the  Succeffion,  could  not  ex¬ 
ift  without  Caufe;  which  Caufe  muft  be  ex¬ 
ternal,  and  antecedent  it. 
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3.  If  Beings  cannot  exift  but  in  Pain,  with¬ 
out  the  Support  and  Afliftance  of  other  Beings 
or  Things ;  then  there  is  a  Fitnefs  in  the  Parts 
of  fuch  Beings,  to  fuffer  Pain  without  fuch 
Support  and  Affiftance,  and  a  Fitnefs  to  receive 
Pleafure  from  it;  and  a  Fitnefs  in  thefe  other 
Beings,  and  Things,  to  give  Pleafure.  But  fuch  ; 
a  Fitnefs  of  Parts  to  certain  Ends,  and  a  Fitnefs  J 
of  different  Beings,  and  Succeflions  of  Beings 
to  each  other;  and  all  thefe  Fitneftes  concur¬ 
ring  to  one  grand  Ufe,  or  End,  which  is  the 
Prcfervation  of  the  whole,  muft  have  a  Caufe 
external,  and  antecedent  to  them. 

4.  There  is  through  all  inanimate  Nature  a 
Fitnefs  of  certain  Things  to  others,  and  a  De¬ 
pendency  of  feme  Parts  of  this  Syftem  on  o- 
thcr  Parts  of  it.  Particularly,  all  Vegetables  de-  ' 
pend  on  fomething  external  to  themfclves,  and 
even  Species,  for  being  what  they  are,  and  for 
their  continuing  to  exift.  And  there  is  a  Fit-  ; 
nefs  in  the  inanimate  Part  of  Nature  to  give  j 
Pleafure,  or  preferve  Exiftence  in  the  animate, 
for  which  it  feems  alone  to  exift.  And  the 
whole  Syftem  of  Beings,  and  Things,  is  as  one 
grand  Machine  compofed  of  a  vaft  Variety  of  : 
Parts,  each  Part  depending  on  other  Parts,  and  < 
all  concurring  to  certain  Ufes,  or  Ends,  which 
is  the  Prcfervation  or  Happinefs  of  the  whole. 
Such  a  Variety  of  Fitneftes  then  in  order  to  the  ' 
Prcfervation,  or  Happinefs  of  a  whole  Syftem  1 
of  Beings,  muft  have  a  Caufe  external,  and  an¬ 
tecedent  to  them. 
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y.  If  a  material  Syftem  is  compofed  of  Parts 
that  are  changeable,  there  muft  muft  be  a  Caufe 
external,  and  antecedent,  to  all  the  Changes  in 
fuch  a  Syftem. 

Wherever  there  is  a  Change,  there  is  a  Caufe 
of  that  Change;  otherwife,  there  would  be  a 
Beginning,  without  a  Caufe. 

Now  the  Caufe  of  Change  in  a  material  Syftem, 
muft  be  in  the  Materials  of  the  Syftem,  or  not  in 
the  Materials  of  the  Syftem.  If  it  is  in  the  Ma¬ 
terials  of  the  Syftem,  then  the  Materials  muft  ex- 
ift  antecedently  to  all  the  Changes  in  the  Syftem, 
and  likewife,  they  muft  exift  without  Caufe ;  (for, 
if  the  Materials  had  a  Caufe  of  their  Exiftence, 
then  that  Caufe,  would  be  the  original  Caufe  of 
all  the  Changes  in  the  Syftem;  and  then,  our 
Propofition  would  be  proved)  but,  if  the  Ma¬ 
terials  of  the  Syftem  exift  without  a  Caufe,  they 
cannot  poffibly  have  a  Caufe  of  Change  in 
them;  for  then  there  would  be  a  Caufe  of 
Change  in  that  which  exifts  without  Caufe; 
there  would  be  in  that  which  has  no  Caufe  of 
its  Exiftence,  a  Caufe  of  its  not  being,  what  it 
is,  which  is  a  Contradiftion. 

And,  if  the  Caufe  of  Change  in  a  material 
Syftem  cannot  be  in  the  Syftem,  then  it  fol¬ 
lows,  that  it  muft  be  diftinft  from,  and  antece¬ 
dent  to,  all  the  Changes  in  fuch  a  Syftem. 

6.  There  is  no  Motion  in  a  material  Syftem, 
which  is  not  the  Effeft  of  fomething  antecedent 
to  it,  or  that  has  not  been  caufed.  Now  the 
Caufe  of  Motion  in  a  material  Syftem,  cannot 
be  in  the  Syftem,  it  being  impolfible  for  Matter 
7  to 
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to  begin  Motion.  Confequently,  there  mufl:  be 
a  Caufe  of  Motion  in  a  material  Syftem,  diftind 
from,  and  antecedent  to  the  Syftem, 

If  it  fhould  be  faid,  that  Matter  may  begin 
Motion,  (though  I  fuppofe  very  few  will  ven¬ 
ture  to  (ay  this)  then  I  prove,  that  Motion  in  a 
material  Syftem  muft  have  a  Caufe  external,  and 
antecedent  to  it,  the  fame  Way  that  I  prove  all 
the  Changes  in  a  material  Syftem,  muft  have  a 
Caufe  external,  and  antecedent  to  them. 

7.  From  the  Frame  and  Conftitution  of  this 
Syftem,  it  is  evident,  that  it  did  not  exift  with¬ 
out  Caufe. 

A  Syftem  that  never  had  a  Beginning,  never 
can  have  an  End,  and  if  it  has  always  exifted,  it 
muft  always  exift;  otherwife  (as  has  been  ob- 
ferved)  there  would  be  a  Caufe  of  the  Deftru- 
dion  of  that  which  exifts  without  Caufe,  and 
has  always  exifted,  which  is  impoftible.  But  from 
the  Nature  and  Conftitution  of  Things,  the 
*  Decreafe  of  Fluids  in  the  Planets;  and  of 
Light  and  Bulk  in  the  Sun,  and  fix’d  Stars; 
and  from  the  Refiftance  that  is  made  to  the 
Motions  of  the  heavenly  Bodies,  it  is  evident 
that  this  Syftem  cannot  always  exift;  and  if  it 
cannot  always  exift,  then  neither  has  it  always 
exifted ;  that  is,  it  did  not  exift  without  Caufe. 

As  for  the  Argument,  that  had  the  World 
lajled  from  all  'Eternity ,  as  it  now  is ;  it  is  al¬ 
together  impoJfibley  but  that  Arts  and  Sciences 
7nujl  have  been  brought  to  a  far  greater  Per - 

*  See  Dr.  Cheyne  s  Philofophical  Principles  of  Religion. 

fetlion, 
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feStion, ,  they  have  as  yet  attained ;  I  take  it 

to  be  inconclufive,  and  fo  fhall  let  it  pafs;  only 
put  thofe  who  make  Ufe  of  it  in  Mind,  that 
fuppofing  this  Syftem  had  lafted  from  all  Eter¬ 
nity,  no  one  Reafon  can  be  affign’d,  why  Arts 
and  Sciences  fliould  not  be  invented  in  this  Age, 
or  any  other  particular  one,  as  well  as  a  1000, 
or  ioooo  Ages  ago*,  and  confequently,  no  Ar¬ 
gument  can  be  drawn  from  their  being  invented 
in  this  Age,  or  any  other  Age,  to  prove  the 
World  not  eternal. 

But  if  we  can  (hew,  as  we  certainly  can,  that 
the  whole  Appearance  of  Nature,  agrees  with 
this  Sy hem’s  beginning  to  exift  at  a  certain  Time, 
we  have  from  hence  Evidence  that  it  is  not  e- 
ternal  And  if  we  have  a  Hiftory  that  informs 
us,  that  this  Syftem  did  aftually  begin  to  ex¬ 
ift  at  that  Time;  then  our  Argument  againft  the 
Eternity  of  this  Syftem  is  ftrengthened. 

We  have  then  from  the  whole  Appearance 
of  Nature,  and  Hiftory  of  the  Creation,  Evi¬ 
dence,  that  this  Syftem  did  not  exift  eternally* 
and  confequently,  did  not  exift  without  Caufe. 

If  it  is  faid,  that  though  the  Exiftence  of 
this  Syftem  may  be  the  Effeft  of  a  Caufe ;  yet 
that  nothing  which  I  have  offered  gives  us  Rea¬ 
fon  to  believe,  that  the  Matter  of  which  it  is 
compounded,  is  not  eternal:  I  anfwer,  that  this 
is  a  Point,  which  at  prefent  does  not  at  all  con¬ 
cern  my  Enquiry ;  if  there  is  a  Being,  who  fra¬ 
med,  and  fitted  up  this  Syftem,  and  made  Man 
in  particular,  a  fenfible,  intelligent  Being,  capa¬ 
ble  of  Pleafure  and  Pain,  I  have  all  that  I  wane 

under 
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under  the  prefent  Argument.  And  the  other 
Enquiry,  may  more  properly  be  left  to  fome 
future  Opportunity. 

We  have  then  full  Evidence,  and  have  proved 
under  feveral  Particulars,  that  this  Sydem  did 
not  exid  eternally,  and  confequently  did  not  exid 
without  Caufe.  Come  we  then  to  confider, 

Secondly ,  What  is  the  Caufe  of  its  Ex¬ 
idence. 

Now,  as  this  Syflem,  which  began  to  exifl, 
mud  owe  its  Exigence  to  an  antecedent  Caufe ; 
fo  likewife  mud  that  antecedent  Caufe,  if  it  be¬ 
gan  to  exifl,  owe  its  Exiftence  to  another  ante¬ 
cedent  Caufe;  and  fo  mud  all  Beings,  and 
Things,  ’till  we  afcend  to  a  Being,  who  never 
began  to  exid;  which  Being,  who  never  began 
to  exid,  can  have  nothing  antecedent  to  it,  and 
confequently,  can  have  no  Caufe  of  its  Ex- 
idence. 

As  we  are  fure  then  that  the  material  World 
does  exid,  and  that  it  does  not  exid  without 
Caufe;  but  owes  its  Exidence  to  fomething  an¬ 
tecedent  to  it;  we  are  fure  likewife,  that  if  that 
to  which  it  owes^  its  Exidence,  does  not  exid 
without  Caufe ;  yet  that  it  derives  its  Exidence 
from  fomething  which  does,  and  that  the  Being 
to  whom  this  Sydem  owes  its  Exidence,  is  a 
Being  who  exids  abfolutely  without  Caufe,  and 
is  eternal 

And  having  faid  thus  much,  and  that  the 
Being,  who  is  the  Fountain  of  Exidence  to  o- 
ther  Beings  and  Things,  is  a  Being  who  exids 
abfolutely  without  Caufe,  and  is  eternaj,  we 

have 
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have  faid  all  that  is  proper  upon  this  Head, 
having  no  Ideas  which  can  lead  us  to  a  Know¬ 
ledge  of  the  Mariner  of  his  Exiftence.  And  as 
our  Knowledge  of  fuch  a  Being,  wholly  arifes 
from  a  Confideration  of  the  Exiftence  of  Things, 
we  can  have  no  Knowledge  of  him  farther  than  the 
Exiftence  of  Things  will  lead  us.  Buc  Things 
which  exift  with  a  Caufe,  will  not  lead  us  to  a 
Knowledge  of  the  Manner  of  Exiftence  of  a  Be-4 
ing,  who  exifts  abfolutely  without  Gaufe,  and  is 
eternal. 

Neither  will  they  lead  us  to  a  Knowledge  of 
the  Subftance  of  this  Being;  there  being  no 
Connexion  between  the  Subftance  of  a  Being, 
and  his  Works.  In  thefe  Particulars  then  is  our 

Enquiry  to  ftop.  . 

But  though  the  Thirigs  which  do  exift,  will 
riot  lead  us  to  a  Knowledge  of  the  Manner  of 
Exiftence,  nor  to  the  Subftance  of  a  Being,  who 
exifts  abfolutely  without  Caufe,  arid  is  eternal  ,- 
yet  they  will  lead  us  to  feveral  of  his  Attributes; 
and  from  an  Effect  we  can  juftly  argue  to  its 
Caufe;  and  we  may  find  certain  Attributes  con¬ 
nected  with  others.  Thus 

Secondly,  We  can  prove  that  the  Being  who 
framed,  and  fitted  up  this  Syftem,  is  an  intelli¬ 
gent  Being. 

When  we  fee  a  Machirie  coriipofcd  of  a  vaft 
Variety  of  Parts,  which  regularly,  and  conftant- 
ly  do  diftinft  Offices;  and  all  concur  to  one- 
grand  Ufe,  or  End,  we  pronounce  it  to  be  the 
Effeft  of  Intelligence ;  having  obferved  like  Ef¬ 
fects  to  be  owing  to  Intelligence,  and  not  know- 

D  ing 
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ing  any  other  Caufe  that  is  capable  of  producing 
them.  When  then  we  fee  the  grand  Machine 
of  the  Univerfe  coinpofed  of  a  vaft  Variety  of 
Parts,  all  fuited,  and  fitted  to  each  other,  and 
each  Part  regularly,  and  conftantly  doing  di- 
ftind  Offices,  in  order  to  the  Prefer vation  of  the 
whole,  if  we  pronounce  not  this  to  be  the  Ef¬ 
fect  of  Intelligence,  we  are  inconfiftent  with  our- 
felves,  and  with  conftant  Experience ;  we  judge 
differently  in  this  Cafe,  from  what  we  would 
do  in  all  others  of  a  like  Nature. 

We  have  then  Reafon  to  believe  the  Univerfe 
the  Effed  of  Intelligence,  or  have  no  Reafon  to 
believe  any  Machine,  that  we  did  not  fee  the 
forming  of,  the  Effed  of  Intelligence. 

Again,  not  only  the  Nature  of  Things  which 
do  exiff,  and  the  Manner  of  their  Exigence, 
lead  us  to  an  intelligent  Caufe;  but  likewife,  In¬ 
telligence  being  in  this  Syftem,  it  is  from  thence 
evident,  that  the  Caufe  of  this  Syftem  is  an  in¬ 
telligent  Being. 

It  is  impoflible  for  a  Being  to  give  a  Per- 
fedion  which  he  poffefles  not  himfelf;  for  then 
there  would  be  an  Effed  without  a  Caufe,  or  a 
Beginning  without  a  Caufe,  which  is  impofli¬ 
ble.  And  to  aflert  that  an  unintelligent  Being 
can  give  Intelligence,  is  to  aflert  that  there  may 
be  an  Effed  without  a  Caufe. 

III.  We  find  that  the  Being,  who  framed  and  , 
fitted  up  this  Syftem,  and  gave  it  its  prefent  Form  j 
and  Appearance,  muft  be  a  Being  of  great  j 
Power. 

We 
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We  are  fore  that  the  Power  of  this  Being 
mu  ft  be  equal  to  the  EfFeds  of  it ;  that  is,  that 
he  mu  ft  be  capable  of  making  and  fuftaining  a 
World,  becaufe  in  Fad  he  has  done  it:  We  are 
fore  likewife,  that  his  Power  muft  be  unlimited 
by  any  Being  which  derives  its  Exiftence  from 
him-,  that  none  of  his  own  Creatures  can  fuc- 
cefsfully  refift  his  Power;  for  then  he  would 
give  a  Perfedion  which  he  poffed  not  himfelfj 
there  would  be  an  Effed  without  a  Caufe,  or  a 
Beginning  without  a  Caufe,  which  is  impoflible. 
And  this  is  full  enough  for  us  at  prefent,  under 
a  general  Conllderation  of  his  Power. 

IV.  The  Being  who  framed,  and  fitted  up  this 
Sydem,  muft  be  a  wife  Being. 

Wifdom  lays  down  the  bed  End,  and  pur- 
foes  it  by  the  bed  Means;  that  is,  by  Means 
mod  effedual  to  the  propofed  End. 

The  bed  End  that  any  Being  can  propofe  is 
the  Happinefs  of  Beings. 

If  then  fenfible  Beings  are  capable  of  Happi¬ 
nefs,  if  Exidence  is  better  than  Non-Exidence 
to  them,  (and  our  Defire  after  a  Continuance 
of  Exidence,  is  Convidion  to  us ,  that  it  is) 
then  the  fupreme  Being,  when  he  determin’d 
to  make  foch  Beings,  laid  down  the  bed  End. 

That  he  makes  Ufe  of  Means  mod  effedual 
to  this  End,  and  to  the  Prefervation  of  all  kinds 
of  Beings,  not  only  their  continuing  to  exid  is 
Evidence ;  but  likewife  thefe  Means  are  every 
where  vifible. 

Thus  we  find  Indinds,  or  Defires  in  all  Be¬ 
ings,  wThich  pufh  them  on  to  preferve  Exidence. 

D  z  Different 
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Different  Beings  are  wonderfully  framed,  and 
conftituted,  and  fitted  to  each  other,  as  has 
been  obferved,  in  order  to  the  Continuance  of 
Exiftence,  and  all  Things  concur  to  the  Prefer- 
yationof  the  Syftcm. 

If  any  then  fhould  doubt  the  Wifdom  of  the 
End;  that  is,  whether  Exiftence  is  better  than 
Non-Exiftence  to  feniible  Beings ;  they  muft  wait 
for  farther  Evidence,  which  will  appear  in  dye 
Time.  But  the  Wifdom  of  the  Means,  in  or¬ 
der  to  the  Continuance  of  Exiftence,  cannot  be 
queftion’d,  they  being,  through  all  Nature  moft 
confpicuous. 

V.  The  Being  who  exifts  without  Caufe,  muft 
be  an  independent  Being. 

Independency  is  included  in  exifting  without 
Caufe,  and  as  a  Being  who  exifts  without  Caufe, 
derives  nothing  from  another;  fo  can  nothing  be 
taken  from  him  by  any  other.  There  can  be 
no  Caufe  of  the  Deftru&ion  of  that,  which  has 
no  Caufe  of  its  Exiftence.  And  a  Being  who 
derives  nothing  from  another,  and  can  have  no¬ 
thing  taken  from  him  by  any  other,  is  an  inde¬ 
pendent  Being. 

VI.  The  independent  Being,  who  exifts  with¬ 
out  Caufe,  muft  be  unchangeable;  that  is,  he 
muft  always  exift  with  the  fame  Powers,  At-  j 
tributes  and  Qualities,  and  confequently  muft 
always  adj:  by  the  fame  Motives  and  Rea- 
ions. 

If  a  Being  with  certain  Powers,  Attributes, 
gnd  Qualities,  has  no  Caufe  of  its.  Exiftence, 

thea 
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then  thefe  Powers,  Attributes,  and  Qualities 
have  no  Caufe. 

If  Powers,  Attributes,  and  Qualities  in  a  Be¬ 
ing  have  no  Caufe,  they  can  never  ceafe  to  be 
in  that  Being  •,  for  then  there  would  be  a  Caufe 
of  the  Ceafing  to  be  of  that  which  never  had  a 
Beginning,  which  is  impoflible. 

Again,  wherever  there  is  a  Change,  there  is 
a  Caufe  of  that  Change ;  otherwife,  there  would 
be  a  Beginning  without  a  Caufe. 

The  Caufe  of  Change  in  a  Being,  mud  be 
either  external,  or  internal. 

But  there  can  be  no  external  Caufe  of 
Change  in  an  independent  Being,  who  exifts 
without  Caufe;  for  then  he  would  be  a  depen¬ 
dent  Being,  dependent  on  other  Beings  or  Things 
for  Powers,  Attributes,  and  Qualities,  which 
had  no  Caufe ;  which  is  a  Contradidion. 

And  for  a  Being,  who  exifts  without  Caufe, 
to  have  in  himfelfa  Caufe  of  Change;  that  is, 
a  Caufe  of  not  being  what  he  is,  is  like  wife  a 
Contradidion. 

It  follows  then,  that  a  Being  who  exifts  with¬ 
out  Caufe,  muft  always  exift  with  the  feme 
Powers,  Attributes  and  Qualities.  And  if  a 
Being  muft  always  exift  with  the  feme  Powers, 
Attributes  and  Qualities,  then  muft  he  always 
ad  by  the  feme  Motives  and  Reafons,  and  be 
an  unchangeable  Being. 

VII.  The  intelligent,  independent  Being,  who 
exifts  without  Caufe,  and  is  Author  of  this  Sy- 
ftem,  muft  be  perfedly  happy. 

There  is  no  Pain  without  Caufe. 

The 
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The  Caufe  of  Pain  in  a  Being,  muft  be  either 
external,  or  internal. 

Itcannot  be  external  to  an  independent  Be¬ 
ing  ;  for  then  he  would  be  a  dependent  Being, 
dependent  on  other  Beings,  or  Things  for  his 
Happinefs. 

A  Being  who  exifts  without  Caufe,  cannot 
have  a  Caufe  of  Pain  in  himfelf. 

Then  it  follows,  that  an  intelligent,  indepen¬ 
dent  Being,  cannot  fuffer  Pain. 

2.  An  intelligent,  independent  Being,  is  not 
only  uncapable  of  fuffering  Pain,  but  likewife 
he  muft  enjoy  Pleafure,  or,  be  a  happy  Being. 

A  Being  who  communicates  Pleafure  to  o- 
ther  Beings,  muft  enjoy  Pleafure  himfelf;  other- 
wife,  he  would  give  a  Perfe&ion,  which  he 
pofleft  not;  there  would  be  an  Effeft  without  a 
Caufe,  or  a  Beginning  without  a  Caufe,  which 
is  impoflible. 

Again,  A  Confcioufnefs  of  poftefling  Powers, 
capable  of  being  exerted  to  certain  Ends,  and 
a  real  exerting  of  them  to  thofe  Ends,  muft  give 
great  Pleafure  to  the  Being  who  poflefles,  and 
exerts  thefe  Powers.  And  the  greater  the  Pow¬ 
ers,  and  the  more  certain  their  Effects,  the 
greater  is  the  Pleafure  to  the  PoflefTor  of 
them. 

A  Power  then  of  making,  and  fuftaining  of 
a  World;  of  forming  Beings,  and  Things,  and 
fuiting  of  them  to  each  other,  in  order  to  the 
Prefervation  or  Happinefs  of  the  whole ;  and  the 
real  Exercife  of  this  Power,  muft  give  great 
Pleafure  to  the  Being  who  poflefles  it. 
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Further,  The  intelligent,  independent  Being, 
who  exifts  without  Caufe,  mull  not  only  be  a 
happy  Being;  that  is,  enjoy  Fleafure  without 
any  Interruption  of  Pain ;  but  he  mud  likewife 
be  perfedly  happy;  that  is,  he  mud  enjoy  the 
highed  Degree  of  Pleafure,  that  any  Being  is 
capable  of. 

As  he  is  the  Fountain  of  Pleafure  to  other 
Beings ;  that  is ,  of  all  that  rational  Pleafure 
which  does  not  produce  Pain,  he  mud  himfelf 
enjoy  the  highed  Degree  of  it;  other  wife  he 
would  give  more  than  he  poded,  there  would 
be  an  Effed  without  a  Caufe. 

Again,  As  the  Powers  of  a  Creator  vadly 
exceed  the  Powers  of  his  Creatures,  (b  mud  his 
Pleafure  from  a  Confcioufneis  of  fuch  Powers, 
and  from  the  real  Exercife  of  them,  vadly  ex* 
ceed  any  Pleafure  which  they  can  have  from  a 
Confcioufneis,  or  Exercife  of  their  Powers. 

Further,  There  is  great  Pleafure  in  communi¬ 
cating  Pleafure,  in  a  Confcioufnefs  of  bedowing 
that  on  Beings,  which  they  always  mud  prefer, 
and  chufe;  a  Being  then  who  communicates  to 
other  Beings  all  that  true  Pleafure,  or  Happi- 
nefs  which  they  podefs,  mud  have  Pleafure  from 
a  Communication  of  Happinefs,  which  no  crea¬ 
ted  Being  can  be  capable  of. 

Laffly ,  As  the  fupreme  Being  is  an  independent 
Being,  he  has  Pleafure  which  no  dependent  Be¬ 
ing  is,  or  can  be  capable  of. 

He  mud  have  great  Pleafure  from  rededing, 
that  whatever  he  has,  it  is  underived,  held  of 
none,  nor  can  podibly  be  taken  from  him ;  that 
7  he 
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he  is  felf-fufficient ,  and  his  Felicity  everlaft- 
ing. 

VIII.  The  perfedly  happy,  independent  Be¬ 
ing,  who  exifts  without  Caufe,  muft  be  a  good 
Being. 

A  good  Being  is  one  who  always  wills  the 
Happinefs  of  Beings,  and  promotes  it  as  far  as 
he  has  Power. 

Now  a  happy,  independent  Being,  muft  will 
Happinefs  to  other  Beings. 

Firjl ,  Becaufe  Pleafure  is  in  itfelf  a  Motive  to 
the  Will.  All  Beings  muft  prefer  Pleafure  to 
Pain.  They  muft  prefer  it  as  fuch,  wherever 
it  is,  and  in  other  Beings,  as  well  as  in  them- 
felves. 

What  they  muft  prefer,  they  muft  will,  when 
there  is  not  a  Motive  to  the  contrary. 

But  a  perfectly  happy,  independent  Being, 
can  have  no  Motive  to  will  the  contrary-,  that 
is,  to  will  Pain,  as  fuch.  Motives  to  will  Pain, 
arife  in  weak,  dependent  Beings,  liable  to  Inju¬ 
ries  and  Want,  from  a  Senfe  or  Dread  of  Pain ; 
but  a  happy,  independent  Being,  can  neither 
fear,  nor  fuffer,  confequently,  can  have  no  Mo¬ 
tive  to  will  Pain  as  fuch.  And  if  a  Being  can 
have  no  Motive  to  will  Pain  as  fuch,  and  has 
always  Motives  to  will  Pleafure;  that  is,  Happi¬ 
nefs,  then  he  muft  always  will  Happinefs. 

Again,  the  perfed  Happinefs  which  a  Being 
himfclf  enjoys,  is  a  Motive  to  him  to  will  Hap¬ 
pinefs  to  other  Beings;  and  a  Being  always 
pleafed  and  happy,  always  wills  Happinefs. 

Further, 
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Further,  as  the  fupreme  Being  is  a  Creator, 
he  mud  always  will  Happinefs  to  his  Creatures, 
he  muft  will  them  that  which  they  mu  ft  ah 
ways  prefer;  otherwife  he  would  will  in  op- 
pofition  to  himfelf,  he  would  will  the  Xmper- 
fedion  of  his  own  Works,  which  is  impofli- 
|ble. 

It  is  abundantly  evident  then,  that  the  fu¬ 
preme  Being  muft  always  will  Happinefs  to  o- 
ther  Beings. 

And,  as  he  muft  always  will  the  Happinefs  of 
Beings,  fo  muft  he  always  ad  agreeably  to  his 
/Will,  and  promote  their  Happinefs  as  far  as  he 
has  Power. 

Dependent  Beings  fubjed  to  Pain,  may  often 
be  turn’d  afide  from  executing  that  which  they 
will,  by  a  Dread  of  Danger,  or  Confequences, 
but  a  happy,  independent  Being  has  nothing  to 
fuffer  or  fear ;  confequently,  can  be  by  nothing 
turn’d  afide  from  executing  that  which  he  wills, 
when  he  has  Power  to  do  it. 

It  is  evident  then,  that  the  happy,  indepen¬ 
dent  Being  who  is  the  Author  of  this  Syftem,  is 
a  good  Being;  one  who  always  wills  Happinefs 
to  other  Beings,  and  promotes  it  as  far  as  he  has 
.Power. 

It  follows,  that  his  End  in  Creation  was  to 
communicate  Happinefs ;  and  that  whatever 
Pleafure  he  might  himfelf  take  in  the  Perfor¬ 
mance,  he  could  have  none  in  Oppofition  to  the 
Happinefs  of  his  Creatures ;  for  then  (as  he  al¬ 
ways  muft  will  their  Happinefs)  he  would  will 
in  Oppofition  to  himfelf,  which  is  impoffible. 

E  Wc 
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We  find  then,  the  Attribute  of  Goodnefs,  iti 
the  Author  of  this  Syftem,  connected  with  his 
Happinefs;  and  particularly  we  find,  that  his 
End  in  making  fenfible  Beings,  was  to  commu¬ 
nicate  Happinefs  to  them. 

But  Secondly ,  We  not  only  find  the  Attribute 
of  Goodnefs  in  the  Author  of  this  Syftern  con¬ 
nected  with  his  Happinefs,  but  we  likewife  find 
in  Fad:  that  he  is  a  good  Being,  and  can  prove 
it  diredly  a  pojleriori ,  from  his  Works. 

Whatever  tends  to  our  Prefervation,  is  fra¬ 
med,  conftituted,  and  fitted  to  give  us  Pleafure. 

What  tends  to  our  DeftruCtion,  is  framed, 
conftituted,  and  fitted  to  give  us  Pain. 

As  Things  good  for  us  grow  hurtful  when  u- 
fed  immoderately,  Pain  is  annex’d  to  the  immo¬ 
derate  Ufe  of  them  in  order  to  ftop  us  from  the 
Evil;  here  is  Wifdom  and  Goodnefs. 

Again,  as  he  has  made  us  capable  of  contri¬ 
buting  to  the  Happinefs  or  Mifery  of  thofe  of 
our  own  Species,  (o  has  he  annex’d  Pleafure  to 
a  Confcioufnefs  of  defigning,  or  promoting  of 
their  Happinefs;  Pain,  to  a  Confcioufnefs  of 
defigning,  or  promoting  of  their  Mifery;  and 
from  hence  we  have  Demonstration,  that  he  is  a 
good  Being. 

No  Man  makes  happy,  but  he  fecretly  ap¬ 
plauds  the  Action;  no  Man  makes  miferable, 
but  he  fecretly  condemns  himfelf.  No  Man  de- 
figns  Ill,  and  (lands  unreproach’d  by  himfelf; 
no  Man  defigns  Good,  that  has  not  Pleafure,  e- 
ven  from  that  Intention.  No  Man  voluntarily 
infliCts  Mifery,  but  to  gratify  fomc  Paftion  or 
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Defire,  which  feem’d  to  dand  in  oppofition  to 
the  Happinefs  of  others ;  and  no  Man  but  dif¬ 
fers  Remorfe  and  Anguifh,  when  the  Gratifica¬ 
tion,  which  excited  the  evil  Adion,  ceafes.  Nay, 
no  Man  fo  much  as  fees  the  Miferable  without 
feeling  Pain,  unlefs  fome  particular  Difpleafure 
has  been  conceiv’d  againft  the  Sufferer,  on  Ac¬ 
count  of  fuppofed  Injury  to  ourfelves,  or  o- 
thers. 

From  hence  alone  then,  from  God  s  annexing 
Happinefs  to  a  Confcioufnefs  of  defigning  and 
promoting  the  Happinels  of  others,  and  Pain  to 
a  Confcioufnefs  of  defigning  or  promoting  their 
Mifery;  and  from  that  Pity,  which  is  naturally 
in  all  Men,  we  have  Demondration  that  God  is 
a  good  Being. 

And  now  having  proved,  that  God  is  a  good 
Being,  our  Argument  is  compleat,  that  he  is 
a  wife  Being,  and  that  when  he  made  fenfible 
Beings,  he  laid  down  the  bed  End,  which  was, 
their  Happinefs. 

IX.  As  God  is  a  good  Being;  that  is,  as  he 
wills  and  promotes  the  Happinels  of  all  Beings, 
fo  far  as  he  has  Power,  fo  is  he  a  Being,  who 
in  all  his  Adings  with  fenfible  Beings,  ads  ac¬ 
cording  to  Reafon  and  a  Fitnefs  of  Things-, 
that  is,  he  really  promotes  their  Flappinefs. 

Beings  may  will  Happinels  to  other  Beings, 
and  promote  it  as  far  as  they  have  Power,  and 
yet  fall  very  fiiort  of  their  End ;  of  which  we 
ourfelves  are  fad  Inllances.  They  may  want  A- 
bility  to  difcern ,  or  Power  to  execute  chat 
which  is  bed,  and  mod  for  the  Happinefs  of 
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Beings.  But  in  neither  of  thefe  Cafes  can  the 
fupreme  Being  he  defedive,  he  always  mud  know 
the  Fitncfs  and  Unfitnefs  of  Things-,  what  tends 
to  the  Happinefs,  and  what  to  the  Mifery  of 
his  Creatures,  and  cannot  poflibly  want  Power 
to  ad  agreeably  to  his  Will. 

And  Firji ,  A  Being  who  is  Creator,  who  has 
Wifdom  fufficicnt  to  form  a  World  and  fuic 
and  fir  all  Beings  and  Things  to  each  other  in 
order  to  the  Prefervation  of  the  whole,  and  who 
has  fitted  a  Variety  of  Things  to  give  Pleafure  to 
his  Creatures,  mud  know  whether  Beings  could 
he  made  capable  of  Happinefs ;  that  is,  whether 
Exidence  would  be  better  than  Non-Exidence  to 
them.  And  he  alfo  mud  know  the  bed  poffi- 
ble  State  of  Exidence  for  all  Ranks  and  Orders 
of  Beings  -,  that  is,  that  State  which  would  pro-* 
duce  the  mod  Happinefs  to  the  whole  Crea¬ 
tion. 

And  as  he  mud  know  whether  Exidence 
would  be  better  than  Non-Exidence  to  fenfible 
Beings  j  and  alfo  the  bed  poffible  State  of  Ex¬ 
idence  for  all  Ranks  and  Orders  of  Beings ;  fo 
mud  he  always  know  what  is  bed  for  his  Crea¬ 
tures  in  all  Stages  of  their  Exidence,  and  what 
will  tend  to  the  Happinefs  or  Mifery  of  the  Crea¬ 
tures  whom  he  has  "form’d. 

And  as  the  fupreme  Being,  who  is  the  Author 
of  this  Sydem,  mud  at  all  Times  know  the  Fit- 
nefles  and  Unficnefles  of  Things;  what  will  con¬ 
tribute  to  the  Happinefs  or  Mifery  of  his  Crea¬ 
tures  ;  fo  mud  he  always  have  Power  to  ad  a- 
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greeably  to  thefe  Fitnefles ;  that  is,  to  do  that 
which  will  mod  contribute  to  their  Happinefs. 

As  he  is  an  independent  Being,  his  Powers 
are  independent,  confequently,  cannot  be  limi¬ 
ted  or  reftrain’d  by  any  Being  whatfoever. 

As  he  is  Creator,  his  Power  cannot  be  limi¬ 
ted  by  his  Creatures;  thofe  whom  he  has  form¬ 
ed  cannot  fuccefsfully  refill  him. 

And  if  his  Power  cannot  be  retrain'd  or  li¬ 
mited  by  any  Being  whatfoever,  he  has  Power  to 
ad  agreeably  to  the  Fitnefles  of  Things;  that  is, 
to  do  that  which  will  moll  contribute  to  the 
Happinefs  of  Beings. 

It  is  evident  then,  that  as  the  fupreme  Being 
always  wills  Happinefs  to  other  Beings,  knows 
the  Fitnefles  and  Unfitnefles  of  Things,  what 
will  contribute  to  the  Happinefs  or  Mifery  of  his 
Creatures;  and  has  Power  to  ad  agreeably  to 
thefe  Fitnefles,  that  is,  to  really  promote  their 
Happinefs;  he  mu  ft  in  all  his  Adings  with  fuch 
Beings,  ad  according  to  Reafon,  and  a  Fitnefi 
of  Things ;  that  is,  he  mud  do  that  which  is 
mod  for  the  Happinefs  of  fuch  Beings. 

And  now  having  proved  that  the  Being  who 
exifts  without  Caufe,  and  who  is  the  Author  of 
the  Univerfe,  is  an  intelligent,  powerful,  wife, 
good  Being ;  and  a  Being,  who  in  all  his  Adings 
with  fenfible  Beings,  ads  according  to  Rea¬ 
fon,  and  a  Fitnefs  of  Things ;  that  is,  really  pro¬ 
motes  their  Happinefs;  all  the  other  moral  Attri¬ 
butes,  which  are  generally  afcribed  to  the  Deity, 
as  Juftice,  Holinefs,  Faithfulnefs,  &c.  are  in¬ 
cluded. 
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A  Creator  can  only  be  faid  to  be  unjuft  to 
his  Creatures  one  of  thefe  Ways ;  either, 

By  making  them  uncapable  of  Happinefs. 

By  defeating  them  of  any  Happinefs  he  has 
made  them  capable  of 

Or  by  not  making  them  happy  in  Propor¬ 
tion  to  their  deferving  to  be  fo. 

But  a  Being  who  knows  the  Fitnefles  and  Un- 
fitnefles  of  Things,  what  will  contribute  to  the 
Happinefs  or  Mifery  of  his  Creatures;  who  al¬ 
ways  wills  their  Happinefs ;  and  in  all  his  A&ings 
with  them  acts  according  to  Reafon,  and  a  Fit- 
nefs  of  Things,  could  not  make  them  uncapable 
of  obtaining  Happinefs,  nor  defeat  them  of  that 
Happinefs  they  were  made  capable  of;  nor  fo 
order  Things  that  they  fhould  not  be  happy  in 
Proportion  to  their  Defert. 

And  as  Juft  ice  is  included  in  the  Attribute  of 
Goodnefs,  and  in  afting  according  to  Reafon 
and  a  Fitnefs  of  Things,  fo  is  Holinefs  and  Faith- 
fulnefs.  And  as  a  Being  who  never  fwerves 
from  Reafon  is  Holy,  fo  neither  can  he  deceive, 
promife,  and  not  perform;  that  is,  he  is  faithr 
ful  and  true. 

X.  He  is  Omniprefent. 

That  is,  as  he  always  governs  his  Creatures  in 
the  beft  Manner,  he  is  at  all  Times  fo  far  pre* 
fent  with  them,  as  to  be  able  to  do  this. 

XI.  He  is  Omnifeient. 

That  is,  he  muft  know  the  Nature  and  Pow¬ 
ers  of  his  Creatures,  and  all  their  Adions;  a 
Creator  muft  have  perfed  Knowledge  of  that 
which  he  has  formed. 
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XII.  He  is  a  free  Agent,  and  does  not  ad  by 
Neceftity,  but  Choice. 

Now  that  God  is  a  free  Agent,  I  prove  by 
one  (ingle  Argument. 

Every  Man  naturally  thinks  himfelf  a  free  A- 
gent,  and  blames  or  applauds  himfelf  after, 
certain  Adions;  which  blameing,  or  applaud¬ 
ing  of  himfelf,  is  an  Effed  of  a  Confcioufnefs,  ic 
was  in  his  Power  to  have  done  otherwife. 

Now  then,  if  Man  is  not  a  free  Agent,  but 
is  obliged  in  the  Circumftances  he  is  at  any  Time* 
in,  and  Caufes  he  is  under,  to  do  that  one 
Thing  he  does,  and  cannot  poffibly  do  other- 
wife,  he  has  Faculties  given  him  upon  the  Ex- 
ercife  of  which  he  is  neceffarily  deceived,  and 
the  Author  of  his  Exiftence,  by  giving  him  fuch 
Faculties  has  neceffitated  him  into  Error  j  and 
confequentiy  aded  contrary  to  Reafon,  and  a 
Fitnefs  of  Things  in  his  Creation. 

But  the  Author  of  his  Exiftence,  is  a  Being, 
who  always  ads  according  to  Reafon,  and  a  Fit¬ 
nefs  of  Things,  confequentiy,  cannot  neceflitate 
him  into  Error,  or  deceive  him ;  then  it  fol¬ 
lows  that  Man  is  a  free  Agent. 

But  if  Man  is  a  free  A  gent,  God  muft  be  one ; 
otherwife,  there  would  be  an  Effed  without  a 
Caufe,  or  a  Beginning  without  a  Caufe;  or  a 
Perfedion  in  a  Creature,  which  is  not  in  the 
Creator,  which  is  an  Impoffibility. 

There  are  many  other  Arguments  which 
prove  Man  a  free  Agent,  and  all  thefe  prove 
that  God  is  a  free  Agent. 
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And  there  are  many  Arguments  taken  from 
the  Nature  of  God,  and  his  Works,  which  prove 
him  a  free  Agent ;  but  thefe  having  been  fully 
urg’d  by  other  Hands,  I  omit  them,  imagining 
that  what  I  have  faid,  is  fufficient  to  prove 
my  Point. 

And  now  having  proved  that  the  Author  of 
this  Syftem  is  an  eternal,  intelligent,  wife,  pow¬ 
erful,  independent,  unchangeable,  good,  juft, 
holy,  omniprefent,  omnifcient  Being ;  and  a  Be¬ 
ing  who  always  ads  according  to  Reafon,  and 
a  Fitnefi  of  Things:  We  include  all  thefe  At¬ 
tributes  in  one  general  Word,  and  call  him  a 
perfed  Being. 

PerfeB  is  a  relative  Word,  and  fignifies  the 
Agreement  of  fomething  to  a  certain  Meafure, 
or  Standard  in  our  Minds.  Thus,  a  Being  * 
who  always  lays  down  the  beft  End,  and  pur- 
fues  it  by  the  beft  Means,  is  perfedly  wife,  wife 
without  any  Default  or  Abatement. 

Beings  may  be  counted  more  or  lefs  perfed, 
as  they  poftefs  Powers,  which  are  capable  of 
being  Means  to  Happinefs,  and  as  they  really 
exert  them  to  that  End. 

And  that  Being  who  pofleffes  all  thofe  Pow¬ 
ers,  Attributes  and  Qualities,  which  are  capable 
of  being  Means  to  the  Happinefs  of  himfelf, 
and  other  Beings,  in  the  higheft,  and  moft  per¬ 
fed  Degree  they  can  be  pofieft,  and  who  really 
does  employ  them  to  the  End,  is  the  beft  of  all 
Beings,  and  a  perfed  Being. 

We  have  then  full  Evidence,  that  the  Being, 
who  framed  and  fitted  up  this  Syftem,  is  an  e- 
1  ternal 
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ternal,  intelligent,  powerful,  wife,  independent, 
unchangeable,  good,  holy,  juft,  faithful,  omni- 
prefent,  omnifeient,  free  Being,  and  a  Being  who 
in  all  his  A  dings  with  fenfible  Beings,  ads  ac¬ 
cording  to  Reafon,  and  a  Fitnefs  of  Things;  or, 
that  he  is  a  perfed  Being.  And  whoever  be¬ 
lieves  there  is  no  fuch  Being,  muft  likewife  be¬ 
lieve  there  may  be  a  Beginning  without  a  Caufe, 
or  an  Effed  without  a  Caufe;  that  is,  he  muft 
believe  Impoffibilities,  or  Contradidtions.  And 
whoever  does  not  ad  agreeably  to  the  Belief  of 
fuch  a  Being,  acts  diredly  contrary  to  Reafon, 
and  a  Fitnefs  of  Things. 


SECT.  VII. 

Enquiry  the  fecond,  Hfter  Happinefs. 

WHAT  are  thofe  Adions  of  Man,  that 
are  agreeable  to  the  Belief  of  an  eter - 
nal>  intelligent ,  wife ,  good,  &c.  Being  ?  Or, 
fuppofing  there  is  really  inch  a  Being  who  is  the 
Author  of  Man’s  Exiftence,  how  muft  Man  ad, 
to  ad  according  to  Reafon,  and  a  Fitnefs  of 
Things?  How  muft  he  ad  in  order  to  obtain 
Happinefs  ? 

And  this  Enquiry  is  highly  proper,  previous  to 
our  Enquiry  into  the  Evidence  of  a  pretended 
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Revelation ;  for  if  the  pretended  Revelatiotl 
fliould  require  any  Practice  of  us  inconfiftent  with 
the  Attributes  of  the  Deity,  we  arc  to  rejed  it. 

In  the  fir  ft  Place,  then,  we  find,  that  Man  is 
form’d  with  certain  Powers  and  Faculties,  which 
Powers  and  Faculties  mu  ft  be  given  him  by  his 
Maker,  in  order  to  the  Happinefs  of  himfelf,  or 
other  Beings.  It  is  ncceftary,  then,  that  he  keep 
all  thefe  Powers  and  Faculties  unimpair’d,  that 
fo  he  may  be  able  at  any  Time  to  do  that  which 
he  is  able  to  do  naturally. 

If  he  impairs  his  Powers,  and  Faculties,  he  k> 
fes  the  Means  to  his  Happinefs ;  he  likewife  ta¬ 
les  a  Plcafure  which  would  naturally  arife  from 
the  exerting  of  unimpair’d  Powers  and  Facul¬ 
ties  :  And  add  to  this,  he  muft  difpleafe  that 
Being  who  gave  them  to  him. 

Whatever,  then,  tends  to  weaken  the  Powers 
of  either  the  Mind,  or  Body  of  Man,  that  leflens 
his  Ability  to  perceive,  apprehend,  rcafon,  judge, 
will,  or  ad;  diredly  tends  to  make  Man  mifer- 
able. 

Under  this  Head  it  may  be  ihewn,  that  all 
Degrees  of  eating  and  drinking,  beyond  what 
tends  to  Health,  and  Reffcfliment ;  an  Indul¬ 
gence  in  fenfiial  Gratifications;  and  all  thofe Vi¬ 
ces  which  may  be  rang’d  under  the  general 
Word  Intemperance,  are  contrary  to  Man’sHap- 
pineft. 

2.  As  it  is  Man’s  Duty  to  keep  his  Powers  un¬ 
impaired  fo  alfb  is  it,  to  endeavour  to  preferve  his 
Exiftence. 


If 
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If  God  has  made  Man,  and  given  him  Means 
to  preferve  his  Exigence,  he  wills  that  they  be 
made  ufe  of  to  that  End. 

Whoever,  then,  negleds  the  Means  to  Seh- 
prefervation,  or  abufes  them,  to  the  injuring  of 
his  Health,  afts  diredly  contrary  to  the  Will  of 
God,  and  confequently  to  his  own  Happinefs. 

And  if  he  who  neglefts  the  Means  of  Self- 
prefervation,  or  abufes  them  to  the  injuring  01 
his  Health,  a&s  contrary  to  the  Will  of  God,  and 
his  own  Happinefs ;  in  a  much  greater  Degree 
does  he  do  fo,  who  wilfully  deprives  himfelf  of 
Exigence.  This  is  direft  Oppofition  to  God ; 
is  throwing  him  back  his  Favours,  and  is  tne 
hierheit  Degree  of  Rebellion  againft  him. 

With  regard  to  his  own  Species,  it  is  evi¬ 
dent,  that  Happinefs  muft  atife  to  Man, 

1/,  From  his  being  a  juft,  or  righteous  Being, 
that  is,  one  who  violates  the  Rights  of  no  Man, 
gnd  renders  to  all  their  Dues. 

2  dly.  From  his  being  a  good  Being,  that  is, 
one  who  wills  and  promotes  the  Happinefs  of 

all  Mankind,  as  much  as  is  in  his  Power. 

Every  Man  is  by  the  Frame  and  Conltitution 
of  Things,  poflefs’d  of  fome  Right  or  Piopeity, 
which  cannot  be  violated  without  Pain  and  In¬ 
jury  to  him;  then  God  wills  that  this  Right  or 
Property  be  not  violated,  and  that  every  Man  be 
left  uninterruptedly  to  poflefs  that  whicn  by  the 
Conftitution  of  Things  belongs  to  him. 

Under  this  Head  it  may  be  fhewn,  that  Mur-* 
der,  Adultery,  Theft,  Opprelilon,  Tyranny, 
J  ^  Slande^ 
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Slander,  Backbiting,  Deceit,  Lying,  Treachery, 
Infolence,  Flattery,  &c.  are  fo  many  Inftances 
of  Injuftice,  and  consequently  are  oppofite  to 
the  Will  of  God, 

Again,  all  Mankind,  by  the  Frame  and  Con- 
ftitution  of  Things,  hand  in  certain  Relations  to 
each  other,  from  which  Relations  there  arife 
Dues  and  Rights  which  cannot  he  with-held 
from  thofe  to  whom  they  arc  due,  without  Pain, 
and  Injury  to  them;  then  God  wills  that  they 
be  not  with-held,  but  that  every  Man  have  that 
which  by  the  Conftitution  of  Things  belongs 
to  him. 

Here  it  might  particularly  be  (hewn,  that  all 
Undutifulnefs  of  Children  to  Parents,  Parents 
Negled  of  Children,  whether  in  point  of  In- 
ftrudion,  or  Maintenance;  all  Difturbances  of 
the  Peace  of  Society,  and  of  that  of  Families ; 
all  Breach  of  Contrads,  (particularly  all  Breach 
of  Marriage  Contrads)  Breach  of  Promifes,  &c. 
are  with-holding  of  Dues,  and  confequently  op¬ 
pofite  to  the  Will  of  God. 

And  as  God  wills  that  the  Rights  of  no  Man 
be  violated,  and  that  all  have  their  Dues,  fo 
mud  he  conflitute  Things  that  Happinefs  muff 
be  the  Effed  of  Righteoufnefs^  and  Mifery  of 
Unrighteoufnefs, 

And  could  juft  and  righteous  Adions  produce 
Mifery  to  Man;  unjuft,  cruel,  and  tyrannical  1 
ones,  Happinefs;  God  muft  have  conftituted  ] 
Things  contrary  to  Reafop,  and  a  Fitnefs  of 

Things 
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I  Things,  and  be  not  a  good  Being;  or,  he  muft 
aft  in  Oppofition  to  himfelf. 

2.  As  Happinefs  muft  be  the  EfFeft  of  Righ« 
teoufnefs,  yet  much  more  muft  it  of  Goodnefs  ^ 
and  every  Man  muft  be  happy  in  Proportion  as 
he  is  a  good  Being,  and  miferable  in  Proportion 
,  he  is  an  evil  one. 

God  always  wills  Happinefs  to  the  whole 
Creation,  and  has  made  Man  capable  of  willing 
and  promoting  the  Happinefs  of  his  Species ; 
then  God  wills  that  Man  always  will  Happinefs, 
and  promote  it  as  far  as  he  is  able. 

Man  may  not  always  be  able  to  do  that  which 
tends  to  the  Happinefs  of  others ;  he  may  want 
Ability  to  difcern  what  is  beft  for  them,  or  Pow¬ 
er  to  execute  it ;  and  fo  far  as  he  falls  fliort  in 
either  of  thefe  Particulars,  he  is  an  imperfeft 
Being.  But  he  may  always  will  Happinefs,  and 
God  always  wills  that  he  do  this ;  that  he  be 
a  benevolent  Being. 

Here  it  may  be  fhewn,  that  Envy,  Hatred, 
Malice,  Pride,  are  fo  many  Inftances  of  Male¬ 
volence,  and  confequently  direftly  oppofite  to  the 
Will  of  God. 

And  as  God  always  wills  that  Man  will  Hap¬ 
pinefs,  and  be  a  benevolent  Being ;  fo  does  he, 
that  he  promote  it  as  far  as  he  has  Power.  Man. 
may  will  Happinefs,  yet  for  the  Sake  of  what 
he  poflefles,  fall  fliort  in  promoting  it.  He  may 
fay,  he  fed ,  he  cloath'd ;  hut  when  that  which 
fhould  feed  and  cloath,  is  to  be  parted  with  by 
himfelf,  in  that  Thing  defire  to  be  pardon’d: 

But 
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But  God  not  only  wills,  but  in  all  Actings  with 
fenfible  Beings,  promotes  their  Happinefs :  Con- 
fequently  Man  mud,  if  he  would  be  acceptable 
to  God,  promote  Happinefs  whenever  he  has 
Opportunity. 

He  mud'  fave  from  Evil,  or  deliver  out  of  it ; 
feed  the  Hungry;  cloath  the  Naked;  vifit  the 
Sick ;  deliver  the  O  ppreffed ;  proted  the  Fa- 
thcrlefs,  the  Stranger,  and  the  Widow :  Thcfe 
are  Actions  which  God  wills  that  Man  perform 
as  often  as  he  has  Opportunity,  in  confequence 
of  Benevolence  or  willing  Good.  That  is,  God 
always  wills  that  Man  be  a  good  Being. 

And  if  Happinefs  (hall  be  the  Effed  of  Righr 
teoufnefs,  yet  much  more,  and  in  a  far  greater 
Degree,  (hall  it  of  Goodnefs.  If  doing  no  Ill, 
with-holding  not  that  which  is  due,  is  pleafmg 
unto  God,  yet  much  more  plcafing  fhall  doing 
Good  be  to  him.  This  is  joining  with  our  Ma¬ 
ker  in  the  great  Work  in  which  he  himfelf  is 
employ'd;  and  is  refembling  of  the  Deity. 

III.  Man  is  placed  amidft  Creatures  of  much 
lower  Powers  than  himfelf,  who  are  fitted  to 
ferve  him  with  their  Labour,  or  to  be  Suflenance 
for  him.  And  they  are  not  free  Agents,  but 
determin’d  by  Inftinds  to  preferve  themfelves* 
and  their  Species;  which  is  certain  Evidence 
that  they  were  form’d  for  the  Ufeof  fome  other 
Beings. 

Some  of  thefe  Creatures,  however  ufeful  in, 
the  Creation,  and  to  Man  in  particular  Instances, 
would  be  deftrudiye  to  him  if  their  Species 

wcrQ 
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Were  numerous  ;  thefe,  then,  he  has  a  Right* 
from  his  Duty  of  Self  prefervation,  to  dedroy. 
Others  of  them  which  can  adift  him  with  their 
Labour,  or  ferve  him  for  Food,  and  which  feem 
form'd  for  no  other  End  but  the  life  of  Man, 
we  prefume  that  God  wills  that  he  fhould  make 
ufe  of.  But  then  he  is  to  remember,  when  he 
makes  the  Creatures  labour,  to  do  it  with  Mer¬ 
cy  5  to  lay  no  grievous  Burden  on  them,  and 
what  is  not  proportion’d  to  their  Strength  ;  to 
ufe  them  with  no  unnecedary  Severity,  but  to 
be  as  compaflionate  towards  them,  as  is  con¬ 
fident  with  their  being  ferviceable  to  him.  And 
further,  when  he  takes  away  their  Lives,  he  is 
to  remember  to  do  it  in  that  Manner  which  is 
lead  painful  to  them. 

This  is  behaving  towards  the  Creatures  ac¬ 
ceptably  to  the  Creator,  who  wills  the  Good  of 
the  whole  Creation. 

IV.  With  regard  to  the  fupreme  Being,  who 
is  the  Creator,  the  Preferver,  and  the  Bedower 
of  Happinefs  on  Man,  it  is  evident,  that  certain 
Duties  arife  from  Man  to  this  Being,  in  the  Per- 
formance  of  which,  lie  mud  find  Happinefs. 
And  as  Man  has  Ability  to  difeover  the  Relation 
which  he  dands  in  to  God,  God  mud  will  that 
he  difeover  this  Relation,  and  that  he  perform 
towards  him  thofe  Duties  which  arife  from  it. 

It  is  true,  God  is  not  like  Man,  to  receive  Da¬ 
mage  if  we  pay  him  not  that  which  belongs  to 
him  j  but  dill  it  is  Mail’s  Duty  to  render  to  God 

that 
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chat  which  is  due  to  him,  whether  the  with¬ 
holding  it  be  Injury,  or  not.  And, 

1.  It  is  Man’s  Duty  to  God,  to  acknowledge 
With  all  Humility,  the  Power,  Wifdom,  and 
Goodnefs,  by  which  he  was  form’d. 

2.  To  render  Thanks  to  the  divine  Majedy 
For  his  Exigence,  his  Prefervation,  and  his  Ca¬ 
pacity  for  Happinefs ;  for  all  that  he  podefles 
that  is  defirable  and  good. 

3.  As  the  Supreme  Being  is  the  mod  powerful 
of  all  Beings,  it  is  Man’s  Duty  to  fear  him  more 
than  all  other  Beings  5  that  is,  to  more  fe^r  to 
offend  him. 

4.  As  all  Things  are  under  the  Difpofal  of 
Providence,  it  is  Man’s  Duty  to  God  to  be  pa¬ 
tient  under  whatever  befalls  him,  and  never  to 
repine  at  the  Difpenfations  of  the  mod  High. 

y.  To  trud  in  God.  As  God  always  knows 
what  is  bed  for  us,  as  he  condantly  wills  our 
Happinefs,  and  has  Power  to  execute  what  he 
Wills,  we  are  to  truft  that  he  will  deliver  us, 
when  a  Deliverance  is  bed  for  us. 

6.  To  endeavour  to  know  his  Will.  As  the 
divine  Will  is  that  Rule  by  which  we  mud  a£t, 
if  we  would  obtain  Happinefs,  we  ought  to  en¬ 
deavour  after  a  Knowledge  of  it,  which  is  to  be 
obtain’d  by  a  Confideration  of  his  Attributes. 

7.  To  perform  his  Will.  Better  is  it  not  to 
know  the  divine  Will,  than  to  know  it,  and 
not  conform  to  it.  To  know  the  divine  Will, 
and  not  to  conform  to  it,  is  fetting  up  to  be  wi- 
fer  than  God,  and  is  Rebellion  againd  him. 

8.  As 
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8.  As  Man  is  an  Offender  before  God,  as  he 
[  is  confcious  ff  not  always  conforming  to  his 
f  Will,  it  is  his  Duty  to  acknowledge  himfelf  to 
be  fuch,  and  {to  beg  of  God  to  pardon  him. 
f  9.  To  love  God.  When  we  have  Pleafure  in 
the  Happinefs  of  a  Being,  we  are  faid  to  love 

rum. 

I  If  we  have  Pleafure  in  the  Happinefs  of  a  Be- 
:  ing,  or  if we  love  a  Being, his  Pleafure  is  a  Motive 
|  of  A&ion  to  us. 

1  A  great  Motive  to  us  to  love  a  Being,  or  have 
Pleafure  in  his  Happinefs,  is,  Kindneffes  recei¬ 
ved  ;  and  the  Love  generally  arifes  in  Proportion 
;  to  the  apprehended  Kindnefles. 

When  then  we  confider  the  Supreme  Being  as 
the  Author  and  Fountain  of  our  Exiftence,  and  of 
all  that  we  poffefs  that  is  defirable  and  good,  we 
are  juftly  excited  to  love  him,  that  is,  to  have 
Pleafure  when  his  Will  is  conform’d  to. 

This  I  apprehend  is  loving  of  God,  the  Com 
fequence  of  which  Love  is,  that  his  Will  is  a 
Motive  of  Aftion  to  us  feparate  from  a  Confide- 
ration  of  our  own  Intereft. 

And  fureiy  if  any  Kindnefles  can  excite  Love, 
excite  us  to  take  Pleafure  when  the  Will  of  a 
Being  is  conform’d  to;  thofe  which  we  have  re¬ 
ceiv’d  from  the  divine  Being  will  excite  it. 

10.  It  is  our  Duty  to  God  to  worfhip 
him. 

As  we  are  to  acknowledge  God's  Attributes,' 
and  our  Dependency  on  him;  to  thank  him  for 
what  we  poffefs,  and  to  implore  his  Pardon  for 
our  Offences  againft  him ;  and  as  our  Bodies,  as 

G  well 
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well  as  Souls,  are  his ;  it  is  proper  that  chefe 
Duties  be  accompanied  with  (L  :h  bodily  Pof- 
tures,  as  Nature,  or  Cuftom,  have  made  ex- 
prefliveof  the  Difpofltions  of  our  Minds.  Thus 
kneeling  is  the  Pofture  of  a  Supplicant;  we 
ought  then  to  fall  on  our  Knees  when  we  ap¬ 
proach  the  great  God  of  Heaven. 

ii.  To  worfliip  him  in  publick.  When  we 
have  difcovered  the  Being  and  Attributes  of 
God,  and  the  Relation  which  we  (land  in  to 
him,  we  ought  publickly  to  teftify  to  others  that 
we  acknowledge  him  as  our  God.  This  is  Du¬ 
ty  to  Men  as  well  as  God,  that  they  may  be 
excited  alfo  to  worfhip  him. 

iz.  To  fet  apart  fome  particular  Time  for  his 
Service.  As  all  our  Time,  that  is,  our  whole 
Lives,  are  given  us  by  him,  it  is  our  Duty  to 
let  apart  fome  Portion  of  them  for  his  Worfliip. 

Laftly,  It  is  Man’s  Duty  to  God  to  refemble 
him  in  his  Attribute  of  Goodnefs,  and  to  be  a 
good  Being.  In  what  better  State  could  a  Be¬ 
ing  be  form’d,  than  to  have  Powers  given  him 
by  which  he  is  capable  of  refembling  his  Ma¬ 
ker?  How  undutiful,  then,  is  Man  to  God, 
how  ungrateful,  how  unworthy  of  what  he 
poflefles,  if  he  does  not  employ  them  to  this 
End? 

All  thefe  are  immediate  Duties  from  Man  to 
God;  which  arife  from  that  Relation  which  he 
Hands  in  to  him.  And  as  God  gives  Man  Pow¬ 
ers  to  difcover  the  Relation  which  he  ftands  in 
to  himfelf,  fo  muft  he  will  that  he  a£ts  agree¬ 
able 
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able  to  it;  and  make  Happinefs  the  Confe- 
quence. 

Thus  I  have  traced  out  the  Heads  of  that 
Conduct  of  Man  by  which  he  is  to  obtain  Hap¬ 
pinefs  ;  that  is,  I  have  fliew’d  what  Aftions  of 
Man  are  agreeable  to  the  Belief  of  an  eternal, 
intelligent,  powerful,  wife,  good,  juft,  &c-  Be¬ 
ing.  And  if  there  is  really  fuch  a  Being,  who 
is  the  Author  of  Man  s  Exiftence,  it  is  Demon- 
ftration  that  the  Practice  which  I  have  been  de- 
fcribing,  is  his  Way  to  Happinefs. 

I  call  this  Practice  natural  Religion,  or  Vir¬ 
tue. 

And  a  contrary  Behaviour,  Vice. 

And  tho’  that  Part  of  our  Duty  which  re¬ 
lates  to  ourfelves,  and  other  created  Beings,  is 
called  Morality, 

And  that  Part  of  it  which  immediately  re¬ 
lates  to  God,  is  Piety,  or  is  natural  Religion 
properly  fo  call’d ;  yet  when  we  confider  all  our 
Duties  as  the  Will  of  God,  and  that  every 
Breach  of  Morality  is  Oppofition  to  him,  this 
alfo  is  a  Part  of  natural  Religion 

And  now  having,  from  the  Attributes  of  God, 
traced  out  Man’s  Way  to  Happinefs ;  having 
fliewn  what  mud:  be  the  Means  to  it,  if  God  is 
juft,  and  good,  I  proceed  farther,  and  would 
examine  how  far  Happinefs  is  the  Efte£t  of  the 
Practice  which  I  have  been  deferring,  by  the 
Order  and  Conftitution  of  Things. 

And  1  ft.  We  find  that  keeping  our  Powers 
unimpair’d,  is  a  Means  to  Health  and  Chear- 
fulnels,  and  the  great  Pleafures  of  Thinking  and 

G  z  Rea- 
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Reafoning.  And  that  on  the  contrary,  all  In* 
temperance  produces  Pain, 

a.  We  find  that  there  is  a  great  natural  Plea- 
fure  in  the  Eftecm  of  Men ;  and  this  Pleafure 
Virtue  fccures  to  us ;  it  not  being  in  the  Power 
of  Man  to  difelteem  Virtue,  however  he  maybe 
tempted  to  for  fake  it.  On  the  other  Side,  Vice 
is  fiire  to  meet  with  Contempt ;  a  Thing  terrible 
to  Man. 

3.  Doing  no  Injury  to  any,  rendering  to  all 
their  Dues,  and  doing  Good,  is  a  natural  Means 
to  the  good  Offices  and  Friendfhip  of  Men; 
and  Self-love  makes  the  juft,  the  benevolent,  the 
good,  be  beloved. 

4.  A  Confcioufnefs  of  Virtue  fills  us  with 
pleafant  Refledions,  a  Confcioufnefs  of  Vice  with 
painful  ones.  It  is  not  in  the  Power  of  Man,  as 
has  been  obferved,  to  prefer  Vice  to  Virtue, 
however  he  may  be  tempted  to  embrace  the 
former,  and  abandon  the  latter.  When,  then, 
the  Pleafure  which  invited  to  Vice  ceafes,  and 
Man  looks  back  on  his  pafi:  Conduct,  a  Con¬ 
fcioufnefs  that  he  has  abufed  his  Powers,  aded 
unworthy  of  his  Nature,  and  below  other  Be¬ 
ings,  mult  fill  him  with  Shame,  Remorfe,  and 
Anguifh.  On  the  other  Side,  a  Remembrance 
of  Virtue,  a  Confciouffiefs  of  having  aded  right, 
worthily,  and  according  to  the  Dignity  of  his 
Nature,  muft  give  him  Pleafure  inexpreffible. 

5.  We  find  ourfelves  capable  of  great  Plea¬ 
fure  or  Pain  from  Expedition;  we  hope,  and 
fear,  and  apprehend  Good  or  Evil  before  it  ar¬ 
rives  ;  and  this  Hope  or  Fear  of  Good  and  E- 

vil* 
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vil,  is  very  much  in  Proportion  to  a  Confciouf- 
nefs  of  deferving  it.  When,  then,  we  are  con- 
fcious  that  we  haveaded  a  righteous  and  a  good 
Part;  that  we  have  done  ill  to  no  Man;  and 
extended  our  Goodnefs  to  many ;  that  we  have 
join’d  with  our  Maker  in  his  great  Work  of  do¬ 
ing  Good,  and  that  we  referable  him,  we  are 
full  of  juft  Confidence  and  Expedation  of  Good 
from  God  and  Man ;  we  have  a  joyful  Hope 
and  Expedation  of  Happinefs. 

On  the  other  Side,  when  we  have  injur’d  and 
oppreft;  been  malevolent,  tyrannical,  and  un- 
juft,  and  Glut  our  Ears  to  the  Cries  of  the  Nee¬ 
dy,  we  are  full  of  Fear  and  Dread  of  Evil; 
have  Shame  and  Anguifli  at  looking  backward, 
and  Horror  at  looking  forward. 

We  find  then  that  the  Practice  which  I 
have  been  defcribing,  the  Pradice  of  Virtue,  is 
naturally  produdiveof  Happinefs. 

But  tho’  thus  it  is  according  to  the  Conftitu- 
tion  of  Things,  yet  many  are  the  Fads  on  the 
other  Side ;  and  frequently  do  we  fee 

The  Good  and  Evil,  juft  and  unjuft,  involved 
in  the  fame  Calamity ;  and  no  Man  knoweth 
the  one  from  the  other,  by  that  which  befalleth 
them  here. 

Evil  Men  raife  themfelves  to  Profperiry,  by 
Injuftice,  Cruelty,  and  Oppreflion. 

They  rife  even  upon  theMiferies  of  the  Good, 
and  the  Good  periih  by  the  Evil. 

Thefe  are  frequent  Fads,  and  they  put  us 
upon  fearching  farther  into  the  Difpenfations  of 
God:  For  this  we  are  never  to  depart  from, 

that 
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that  by  Righteoufnefs  and  Goodnefs  fhall  Man 
obtain  Happinefs.  This  is  as  certain  as  the  At- 
tributes  of  God. 

And  we  find,  that  if  Virtue  does  not  pro¬ 
cure  us  Happinefs  in  this  World;  if  righte¬ 
ous  and  good  Men  are  not  happy;  nor  Co  in 
Proportion  to  their  Defert ;  that  this  Life  is  not, 
cannot  be  Man’s  beft  and  final  State ;  but  that 
he  (hall  exifl:  after  the  Diffofation  of  his  Body,  in 
order  to  future  Happinefs. 

The  Quefhon  then  is,  whether  Happinefs 
is  always  the  Effed  of  Virtue  in  this  World  ? 
Whether  Happinefs  is  conftantly  in  Proportion 
to  Righteoufnefs  and  Goodnefs  ?  If  it  is,  then 
the  Point,  which  I  have  been  labouring,  is  yield¬ 
ed;  Virtue  is  the  Way  to  Happinefs.  If  it  is 
not,  if  Mifery  is  fometimes  the  Portion  of  the 
Righteous  and  Good,  a  Fad  few  will  difpute, 
then  we  are  fare  that  Happinefs  is  behind  ;  that 
Man  (hall  exifl:  in  a  future  State,  when  his  pre- 
fent  Sufferings  (hall  be  follow’d  with  great  Feli- 
city. 

If  Virtue  has  not  its  Eifed  in  this  World, 
we  are  lure  that  it  (hall  have  it ;  fare  as  we  are 
that  God  is  juft  and  good,  and  always  ads  ac¬ 
cording  to  Reafon,  and  a  Fitnefs  of  Things. 

And  if  Exiftence  is  only  prolong’d  to  Man, 
and  the  Righteous' and  Good  ceafe  from  fuffer- 
ing,  and  the  Evil  from  oppreffing,  the  former  ) 
will  be  happy  in  their  own  Reflexions,  and  the  i 
latter  miferable  in  theirs,  without  any  pofitive  J 
Rewards  or  Punifhments  from  God ;  tho’  that  j 
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there  (hall  be  Rewards  and  Punifliments  from 
him,  is  rational  to  exped. 

As  then  God  always  wills  Happinefs  to  his 
Creatures,  and  a£ts  according  to  Reafon,  and  a 
Fitnefs  of  Things ;  has  made  Man  capable  of 
obtaining  Happinefs  •,  as  Virtue  is  the  Way  to 
Happinefs;  as  the  Virtuous  are  not  always  hap¬ 
py  in  this  World,  nor  fo  in  Proportion  to  their 
Virtue ;  it  follows,  that  their  Exiftence  fhall  be 
prolong’d  after  the  Diffolution  of  their  Bodies, 
in  order  to  their  future  Happinefs. 

We  prove  then  Man’s  future  Exiftence,  from 
the  Attributes  of  God,  and  the  Miferies  which 
often  attend  righteous  and  good  Men  in  this 
World. 

And  as  we  prove  Man’s  future  Exiftence  from 
the  before-mention’d  Particulars,  fo  from  a  Con- 
fideration  of  the  Nature  and  Powers  of  Man, 
we  find  it  reafonable  to  exped  it. 

We  cannot  apprehend  that  P^eafoning  and 
Thinking  are  Properties  of  Matter,  but  of  a  dif¬ 
ferent  and  fuperior  Subftance,  having  great  Ex¬ 
perience  of  the  Properties  of  Matter,  and  never 
finding  that  it  had  any  of  this  Sort ;  nay,  as  far 
as  we  know  any  Thing  of  Matter,  it  is  utterly 
uncapable  of  fuch  Powers  and  Properties. 

And  if  Reafoning  and  Thinking  are  not  Pro¬ 
perties  of  Matter,  but  of  a  different  and  fuperior 
Subftance,  then  the  Diffolution  of  a  certain  Com- 
pofition  of  Matter,  the  ceating  to  exift  of  the 
Body  of  Man,  is  no  Reaion  why  a  different  and 
{uperior  Subftance  fliouid  ceafe  to  exift. 
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If  two  Subftinces  have  the  fame  Nature, 
Powers,  and  Properties,  the  Diffolution  of  the 
one  gives  us  Reafon  to  exped  the  Diffolution  of 
the  other ;  but  if  they  have  different  Natures, 
Powers,  and  Properties,  we  have  no  Reafon  to 
apprehend  that  that  which  happens  to  the  one, 
will  alfo  to  the  other.  Nay,  we  have  Reafon  to 
exped  the  contrary. 

Laftly,  It  fee  ms  abfurd  to  fuppofe  that  fuch 
Powers  as  Man  is  poffeft  of,  his  Powers  of  Rea- 
fbning,  Thinking,  Judging,  &c.  fliould  be  given 
for  fo  fhort  a  Time  as  the  Life  of  Man,  and  to 
fo  little  Purpofe  as  only  to  procure  a  tranfient 
Pleafure. 

It  is  rational  then  to  exped  Man’s  future 
Exiftence,  from  a  Confederation  of  his  Nature 
and  Powers :  But  from  the  Goodnefs  and  Juftice 
of  God  we  depend  on  it;  we  depend  that  God 
will  proportion  Happinefs  to  Virtue,  and  that  the 
Judge  of  all  the  Earth  will  do  right. 

And  now  having  from  the  Attributes  of  God 
proved  that  Man  mu  ft  be  capable  of  obtaining 
Happinefs,  and  that  Virtue  is  the  Means  by 
which  this  Happinefs  is  to  be  obtain’d;  I  pro¬ 
ceed  a  Step  farther,  and  prove  that  it  (hall  be 
everlafting. 

And  I  prove  it  from  God’s  Goodnefs  and 
Power. 

God  always  wills  Happinefs  to  his  Creatures. 

Has  Power  to  continue  in  Exiftence  the  Be¬ 
ings  whom  he  has  form’d. 

Then  he  will  always  continue  Exiftence  to  the 
Happy ;  and  thofe  who  by  a  Right  Ufe  of  their 
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Powers  have  obtain’d  Happinefs,  (hall  enjoy  it  to 
all  Eternity. 

Whether  then  the  Virtuous  obtain  Happinefs 
on  this,  or  the  other  Side  of  the  Grave,  the  Dif¬ 
ference  is  but  of  fmall  Importance  to  them ;  this 
is  certain,  they  (ball  obtain  it  *  and  when  it  is 
obtain’d,  they  (hall  enjoy  it  to  all  Eternity. 

Everlafting  Happinefs  to  the  Righteous  and 
Good,  is  a  Confequence  of  God’s  Ju (lice,  Good- 
nefs  and  Power.  If  ic  is  afked,  Who  is  equal 
to  the  Talk  which  I  have  fet  ?  Where  is  the 
Man  who  lives  and  falls  not  fhort  of  his  Duty  ? 
I  anfwer,  God  is  no  hard  Tafkmafter;  he  knew 
what  we  fhould  be  capable  of  before  he  form’d 
us ;  faw  our  necefTary  Failings  and  Imperfedions, 
and  would  not  have  form’d  us  if  we  had  not 
been  capable  of  obtaining  Happinefs,  notwith- 
ftanding  thefe  Failings  and  Imperfeftions.  Thefe 
then  are  not  a  Bar  to  our  Happinefs. 

But  fo  far  as  Man  wilfully  (huts  his  Eyes  a- 
gaind  his  Duty;  fo  far  as  he  yields  to  prefent 
Pleafure  in  Oppofition  to  Reafon ;  fo  far  as  he 
is  unjuft,  cruel,  and  tyrannical,  a  Spreader  of 
Unhappinefs;  fo  far  as  he  is  malevolent,  aDif- 
pofition  hateful  to  God,  and  detefted  by  him  ; 
that  is,  fo  far  as  he  is  an  evil  Being;  fb  far, 
for  any  thing  that  I  can  find  to  the  contrary, 
he  muff  take  the  Confequence,  and  fall  fhort  of 
Happinefs. 

The  mod  rational  Method,  after  fuch  Beha¬ 
viour,  mod  certainly  is  to  be  very  forty,  and 
to  afk  God  pardon  for  the  Offence  againd 
him;  and  to  be  very  diligent  for  the  future; 
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and  we  hope  God  will  forgive  it ;  but  ftill  we 
Cannot  fay  that  this  Man  is  in  the  fame  Condi¬ 
tion  with  him  who  has  always  walk’d  up¬ 
rightly.  God  may  forgive  him,  but  he  hardly 
will  approve  of  himfelf. 


SECT.  VIII. 

Enquiry  the  third,  After  a  Revelation. 

IS  it  rational  to  expert  that  God  will  reveal 
himfelf  ? 

And  this  Enquiry  is  highly  proper,  previous  to 
an  Enquiry  into  the  Evidence  of  a  pretended 
Revelation ;  for,  if  it  is  not  agreeable  to  the  At¬ 
tributes  of  God  for  him  to  reveal  himfelf,  a  far¬ 
ther  Search  will  be  to  no  Purpofe. 

Now  if  we  confider  the  Attributes  of  God  ab- 
ftra&edly,  there  arifes  no  Argument  again  ft  a 
Revelation^  and  if  it  was  not  unworthy  the 
divine  Being  to  create,  it  appears  not  to  be  unwor¬ 
thy  of  him  to  dired,  take  care  of,  and  govern. 

[s  there  any  Objection  againft  a  Revelation 
from  a  Confederation  of  the  Nature  of  Man  ? 
Surely  there  appears  none ;  we  find  Man¬ 
kind,  notwithflanding  their  Reafon,  often  falling 
fliort  of  Happinefs ;  ignorant  of  natural  Duties, 
and  of  the  Means  to  Happinefs,  or  which  is 
worfe,  and  of  much  more  fatal  Confequence  to 
them,  not  pradifing  what  they  know. 
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And  ijl ,  We  find  great  Part  of  Mankind 
ignorant  of  feveral  natural  Duties,  and  of  the 
Means  to  Happinefs. 

If  we  confider  Mankind  in  the  Beginning  juft 
come  out  of  the  Hands  of  their  Maker,  we  (hall 
find  them  (unlefs  divinely  inftruftedi)  entirely 
ignorant  of  almoft  all  natural  Duties,  and  of  the 
Means  to  Happinefs ;  without  Reafon  to  guide 
them,  (there  being  noReafoning  before  Experience) 
nor  any  Motives  to  aft  by  but  prefen  t  Pain  and 
Pleafure. 

They  muft  indifferently  take  either  Good  or 
Evil,  having  no  Ideas  or  Notions  of  either,  nor 
Inftinfts  to  direft  them  to  what  alone  was  good 
for  them,  nor  to  the  Quantities,  which  would 
conduce  to  Health  and  Life. 

They  muft  learn  Temperance  by  Excefs; 
Truth  by  Error  •  and  to  fearch  after  the  great- 
eft  Good,  by  experiencing  that  certain  Degrees, 
or  Kinds  of  prefent  Pleafure  produce  Pain. 

Such  muft  be  the  Condition  of  Mankind  at 
fir  ft,  if  left  to  themfelves  without  a  Revelation  • 
their  firft  Guides  would  be  Pain  and  Pleafure, 
and  thefe  very  infufficient  ones ;  they  could  not 
lead  them  to  all  the  Happinefs  which  they  were 
naturally  capable  of,  nor  fo  much  as  fecure  them, 
from  taking  things  immediately  deftruftive  to 
them. 

2.  After  Mankind  has  had  the  Experience  of 
their  Forefathers  to  build  their  Conduft  on,  af¬ 
ter  fome  Knowledge  has  been  tranfmitted  to 
them  from  others,  yet  we  find  great  Numbers 
not  able  by  their  own  Powers  to  find  out  all 
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natural  Duties,  and  very  few  the  great  Motive 
(Eternal  Happinefs)  to  the  Performance  of  them. 

And  17?,  Some  want  natural  Abilities  to  dis¬ 
cover  all  natural  Duties.  It  is  true,  after  Man-  i 
kind  has  fubfifted  fome  Time,  the  Duties  of 
Morality  mud  lye  obvious  to  very  mean  Capa¬ 
cities,  if  they  will  faithfully  enquire  after  them ; 
but  fo  will  not  our  immediate  Duties  to  God ; 
Fear  may  caufe  us  to  miftake  the  Deity,  and 
confequently  not  to  worfliip  him  in  a  Manner 
fuitable  to  his  Nature  and  Attributes. 

2.  Many  that  have  Ability,  yet  want  Op¬ 
portunity  to  trace  out  all  their  natural  Duties,  j 
and  the  Obligations  to  them.  Great  Part  of 
Mankind  are  neceffitated  to  get  their  Bread  by 
the  Sweat  of  their  Brows,  and  have  not  Leifure 
to  fearch  after  all  that  Knowledge  which  may 
be  beneficial  to  them. 

3.  Multitudes  are  kept  from  Truth  by  the  j 
Craft  of  interefled  Deceivers.  Such  is  the  Mis- 
fortune  of  Mankind,  that  they  have  not  been  j. 
left  to  follow  the  Didates  of  their  own  Reafon, 
but  have  been  led  backward  from  Truth. 

Religion  in  many  Ages  and  Nations  has  been 
calculated  to  ferve  fome  private  Views,  and  then  : 
impofed  on  Mankind  as  Divine.  Morality  has  i 
been  corrupted,  and  the  grofleft  Abfurdities  pla-  j 
ced  in  its  Room.  This  has  been  a  mod  perni¬ 
cious  Blow  to  natural  Religion,  and  to  our  Difi 
covery  of  Truth  by  Reafon. 

It  is  evident  then  that  if  all  Mankind  have  j 
entirely  been  left  to  themfelves  without  a  Pveve-  j 
lation,  particularly  if  God  did  not  reveal  him- 
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fe If  to  Mankind  as  foon  as  he  had  form'd  them, 
fome  Part  of  them  muft  have  been  ignorant  of 
feveral  natural  Duties,  and  confequently  mufl 
have  fallen  (hort  of  Happinefs  which  they  are 
naturally  capable  of. 

It  follows  then,  as  there  is  no  Objection  againft 
a  Revelation  from  the  Attributes  of  God  confi- 
der’d  abftraftedly,  fo  there  is  none  from  a  Confi- 
deration  of  the  Nature  of  Man;  on  the  con¬ 
trary,  Inftru&ion  in  our  natural  Duties,  feems 
highly  beneficial  to  Man,  and  on  that  Account 
from  the  divine  Goodnefs  we  hope  for  it. 

Particularly  we  hope,  and  truft,  that  God  when 
he  form'd  Mankind  did  not  leave  them  to  grope 
in  the  Dark,  in  a  worfe  Condition  than  the 
Brutes,  who  have  Inftin&s  to  guide  them  to 
what  alone  is  good  for  them,  and  never  to  Ex- 
cedes  in  it;  we  hope  that  divine  Wifdom  fup- 
ply’d  Man's  Want  of  Experience,  and  taught 
them  their  Way  to  Happinefs. 

And  we  will  farther  hope,  that  God  who 
fees  the  many  conftant  Impediments  on  Man¬ 
kind  to  the  Difcovery  of  all  their  natural  Du¬ 
ties  ;  the  Weakneffes  of  their  Natures ;  the  Ne- 
ceffities  upon  them  to  get  their  Bread  by  La¬ 
bour  ;  and  the  Prejudices  which  they  lye  under 
from  the  Impofitions  of  Deceivers ;  either  has  in- 
terpofed,  or  will  interpofe  to  guide  them  to  Truth*, 

2.  As  Mankind  often  fail  in  another  Parti¬ 
cular,  a  Particular  where  a  Failure  is  of  much 
more  fatal  Confequence  to  them  than  a  Want 
of  Knowledge  of  their  Duty,  that  is,  in  the 
Pra&ice  of  it,  we  alfo  in  this  Cafe  hope  for  di¬ 
vine  Affiftance.  If 


J4  Enquiry  after  a  Revelation. 

If  Man  falls  fhort  in  the  Knowledge  of  his. 
Duty,  he  lofes  a  Happinefs  which  he  is  natu¬ 
rally  capable  of,  if  in  the  Pra&ice  of  what  he 
knows,  he  expofes  himfelf  to  the  divine  Difplea- 
fure,  and  to  his  own  fevere  Reflexions  lafting  as 
his  Exiftence.  In  the  firfl:  Cafe  he  lofes  Happi¬ 
nefs,  in  the  fecona  he  procures  to  himfelf  Mifery. 

As  then  it  does  not  appear  difagreeable  to 
the  Attributes  of  God  for  him  to  inftrud  Man¬ 
kind  in  their  natural  Duties,  neither  does  it  to 
aflifl:  them  in  the  Performance  of  them;  to  help 
them  in  a  Cafe  where  a  Failure  is  of  mod  fatal 
Confequence  to  them. 

Poflibly  God  may  make  farther  Manifeftations 
of  himfelf  to  fafter  bind  Mankind  to  their  Duty; 
he  may  give  new  Motives  to  our  Obedience, 
find  Means  which  may  help  to  be  a  Security  of 
eur  Virtue;  or  contrive  Methods  for  our  Hap¬ 
pinefs,  which  humane  Reafon  cannot  invent. 

We  cannot  fay  God  cannot,  or  will  not  do 
this  or  more;  and  as  it  does  not  appear  un- 
fuitable  to  his  Nature  for  him  to  aflifl:  us,  we 
from  his  Goodnefs  hope  that  he  will  do  it. 

And  now  having  found  that  a  Revelation 
does  not  appear  unfuitable  to  the  Attributes  of 
God,  or  Nature  of  Man,  we  fhould  next  pro¬ 
ceed  to  examine  into  the  Evidences  of  a  pre¬ 
tended  one,  namely  the  Chriftian  Religion,  but 
firfl:  think  it  proper  to  confider  what  has  been 
lately  delivered  by  a  conflderable  Writer,  which 
if  true,  will  overthrow  what  I  have  been  ad¬ 
vancing  under  the  two  laft  Particulars,  which 
was, 
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That  if  Mankind  are  entirely  left  to  them- 
felves  without  a  Revelation,  great  Part  of  them 
mult  be  ignorant  of  feveral  Duties,  and  confe- 
quently  fall  fhort  of  Happinefs  which  they  are 
naturally  capable  of;  and  that  it  appears  agreea¬ 
ble  to  the  Attributes  of  God  for  him  to  inltrud 
them  in  their  natural  Duties. 

And,  that  there  is  no  Argument  from  the 
Attributes  of  God,  or  Nature  of  Man,  why  God 
Ihould  not  reveal  to  Mankind  Truths  not  dis¬ 
coverable  by  humane  Reafon. 

TheSum  of  what  this  Gentleman  has  advan¬ 
ced  that  feems  to  afteft  my  Argument,  follows. 

That  God  has  from  *  the  Beginning  given 
Mankind  fome  Rule ,  Law  or  Religion ,  in  the 
Obfervation  of  which  they  mud  obtain  Happi¬ 
nefs,  or  be  acceptable  to  him. 

That  he  has  given  all  Men,  at  all  Times,  fuffi- 
cient  Means  to  know  this  Rule,  Law  or  Religion. 

That  the  Law ,  Rule  or  Religion  cannot  be 
more  exteniive  than  the  Means  ol  knowing  it. 

That  the  only  Means  of  knowing  this  Rule , 
Law  or  Religion  which  has  been  given  to  all 
Men,  is  the  Ufe  of  thofe  Faculties  by  which 
they  are  diftinguifhed  from  Brutes  *,  and  that  the 
ufing  thefe  after  the  bed  Manner  they  can* 
mud  anfwer  the  End  for  which  God  gave  them, 
and  judify  their  Condu£h 

That  this  Law ,  Rule  or  Religion  is  perfect. 

That  nothing  can  be  added  to  it. 

Now  then  as  that  only  is  a  Perfect  Lawy  Rule% 


*  Chriftianity  as  Old  as  the  Creation,  Cb>  r.  page  3,  4,  5. 
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or  Religion  which  includes  all  the  Means  to 
Happinefs,  (for  a  Law ,  Rule,  or  Religion ,  which 
does  not  include  all  the  Means  to  Happinefs  is 
mamfefl'ly  Imperfeft,  and  may  have  fomething 
added  to  it  by  God,  namely  Means  to  more  or 
greater  Happinefs,  it  being  fuitable  to  his  Attri¬ 
butes  to  aftord  us  Means  to  all  poffible  Happi¬ 
nefs)  according  to  this  Gentleman  (fince  the 
Law  cannot  be  more  extenfive  than  the  Means 
of  knowing  it)  every  Man  can  by  the  Ufe  of 
thofe  Faculties  by  which  he  is  diftinguifh’d  from 
the  Brutes,  obtain  all  the  Happinefs  which  he 
is  naturally  capable  of,  or  which  any  Man  is 
naturally  capable  of,  and  the  perfect  Law ,  Rule 
or  Religion ,  includes  nothing  which  every  Man 
cannot  perform. 

And  as  the  Law ,  Rule  or  Religion ,  meafured 
by  the  natural  Faculties  of  all  Men,  includes 
all  the  Means  to  Happinefs,  it  follows  that  God 
will  not  reveal  to  Mankind  *  any  natural  Duties 
which  all  Men  by  their  Reafon  cannot  difcover 
to  be  fuch ;  nor  Truths  undifcoverable  by  hu¬ 
mane  Reafon. 

In  Anfwer  then  to  this  Gentleman,  I  fay,  that 
the  Law ,  Rule  or  Religion  meafured  by  the  Ufe 
which  every  Man  is  capable  of  making  of  thofe 

*  This  firft  Conclufion,  that  God  will  not  reveal  to  Mankind 
any  natural  Duties  which  all  Men  by  their  Reafon  cannot  difcover 
to  be  fuch ,  is  not  this  Gentleman’s  :  He  fuppofes  God  may  re¬ 
veal  to  Mankind  all  natural  Duties ;  but  fuch  a  Suppofal  is  in- 
confident  with  the  Perfettion  of  the  Law ,  Rule  or  Religion ,  gi¬ 
ven  to  all  Mankind ;  and  if  the  Law ,  &c.  given  to  all  Mankind 
is  perfect,  and  can  have  nothing  added  to  it,  then  God  cannot 
reveal  to  Mankind  any  natural  Duties  not  difcoverable  by  the 
Reafon  of  all  Men. 

Faculties 
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Faculties  by  which  he  is  diftinguiftfd  from  Brutes* 
cannot  be  a  perfect  Law ,  Rule,  or  Religion * 
or  fecure  to  every  Man  all  the  Happinefs  i  e  is 
naturally  capable  of,  or  which  fome  Men  are 
'  naturally  capable  of,  unlefs  we  give  up  the  At¬ 
tributes  of  God. 

For  if  the  Creator  of  Man  is  a  juft,  goods 
j  and  powerful  Being,  and  a  Being  who,  in  ail  his 
|  Adings  with  his  Creatures,  ads  according  to 
Reafbn,  and  a  Fitnefs  of  Things,  it  demonftra- 
;  lively  follows,  that  every  Man  has  feveral  Duties 
(  to  himfelf,  to  God,  and  to  Mankind,  from  the 
|  Performance  of  each  of  which  mu  ft  arife  Hap- 
i  pinefs;  that  every  Ad  of  Temperance,  Righte- 
|  oufnefs,  Goodnefs,  Piety,  produces  Happinefs* 

1  that  it  recommends  to  God’s  Favour,  and  lecures 
S  to  us  pleafant  Reflexions  lading  as  our  Exiftence. 
f  It  follows  then,  that  the  more  our  Duties  are 
|  known  and  pradifed,  the  greater  is  our  Hap* 
pinefs ;  and  that  where  there  is  Ignorance  of  the 
Relation  which  we  ftand  in  to  God,  and  Man* 
and  of  the  Duties  arifing  from  thence ;  where 
there  is  not  Knowledge  to  lead  to  all  Adions  of 
Temperance,  Righteoufnefs,  Goodnefs,  Piety, 
there  muft  be  a  falling  fliort  of  Happinefs ;  at 
leaft  of  that  Happinefs  which  proceeds  from  a 
Reflexion  on  our  Adions. 

And,  as  it  is  undoubted  Fad  that  fome  Men 
cannot  by  the  Ufe  of  their  natural  Faculties  ob¬ 
tain  equal  Knowledge  of  natural  Duties,  of  Tern* 
perance,  Righteoufnefs,  Goodnefs,  Piety,  with 
others,  nor  what  themfelves  are  capable  of  ob* 
|aining  with  Inftrudion,  it  follows^  that  they 

I  .cannot 
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cannot  by  the  Ufe  of  their  Faculties  obtain  e*^ 
qual  Happinefs  with  others,  nor  what  them- 
felves  are  naturally  capable  of  obtaining. 

If  it  is  faid,  that  what  is  the  Duty  of  fome 
Men,  is  not  the  Duty  of  others,  it  being  im- 
poflible  that  can  be  any  Mans  Duty,  which  he 
has  not  Opportunity  of  knowing  to  be  fuch ; 
*  but  that  all  have  Knowledge  Jujficient  for  the 
Circumftances  they  are  in. 

I  anfwer,  One  of  the  Points  I  infift  on  is, 
that  fome  Men,  on  account  of  greater  Know¬ 
ledge  than  others,  have  more  Duties ;  but  then 
I  alfo  inlift,  that  if  they  have  more  Duties,  they 
have  a  greater  Capacity  for  Happinefs,  fince 
that  can  be  no  Duty  which  does  not  produce 
Happinefs. 

All,  in  the  Circumftances  they  are  in,  (hall 
be  capable  of  fome  Degree  of  Happinefs ;  and 
no  Man  (hall  ever  fufter,  that  is,  receive  Pu- 
nifhmcnt,  for  not  doing  that  which  he  had  not 
Power  to  do:  But  all  Men  cannot  by  the  Ufe 
of  their  Faculties  obtain  equal  Happinefs  with 
others,  it  being  impoftible  for  thofe  who  never 
had  it  in  their  Thoughts  to  do  certain  Adions, 
to  have  all  that  Pleafure  which  naturally  and 
neceflarily  attends  the  Performance  of  them. 

It  is  evident  then,  that  if  the  Creator  of  Man 
is  a  juft,  good,  and  powerful  Being,  and  a  Be¬ 
ing  who  in  all  his  Adings  with  his  Creatures, 
ads  according  to  Reafon,  and  a  Fitnefs  of 
Things,  that  the  Law ,  Rule,  or  Religion  mea- 

*  Chriftianity  as  old  as  Creation,  ch .  i.  f  .  5. 
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fer’d  by  the  Ufe  which  all  Men  are  capable  of 
making  of  thofe  Faculties,  by  which  they  are 
diftinguifffd  from  the  Brutes,  and  which  in¬ 
cludes  nothing  which  every  Man  with  the  mean- 
eft  Capacity,  and  feweft  Opportunities,  cannot 
difcover  to  be  a  Duty,  (fince  the  Law  cannot 
be  more  extenfive  than  the  Means  of  knowing 
it)  is  a  very  imperfect  Law,  Rule}  or  Relu 
gion . 

If  yet  the  Juftiee  of  God  fhould  this  Way 
be  impeach’d  for  not  letting  all  Men  have  equal 
Opportunities  or  Capacities  for  Happinefs ;  for 
fo  conftituting  Things  that  fome  Men  by  the  Ufe 
of  their  natural  Powers  cannot  obtain  that  Hap¬ 
pinefs,  which  others  are  capable  of  obtaining 
by  the  Ufe  of  theirs,  nor  what  themfelves  are 
capable  of  obtaining  by  Inftru&ion :  I  return,  it 
is  undoubtedly  certain,  and  a  Confequence  of 
God’s  Attributes,  that  he  has  conftituted  Things 
in  the  beft  poffible  Manner  for  the  Good  of  the 
whole;  but  where  Generations  of  Beings  exift 
who  are  free  Agents,  there  muft  be  different 
Opportunities  or  Capacities  for  Happinefs,  fince 
Vice  naturally  impairs  the  Powers  and  Faculties 
of  Beings.  And  where  there  is  not  free  Agency, 
there  can  be  but  a  fmall  Capacity  for  Happinefs. 
And  all  that  Happinefs  which  arifes  to  Man 
from  God’s  Favour,  and  his  own  Reflexion  on 
his  Adtions,  proceeds  from  his  being  a  free 
Agent. 

We  find  then,  upon  a  Review  of  our  Argu¬ 
ment,  that  all  Mankind  cannot  by  the  Ufe  of 
thofe  Faculties  which  diftinguifh  them  from 

I  2,  Brutes* 
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Brutes,  obtain  all  that  Happinefs  which  they 
are  naturally  capable  of,  and  that  all  have  not 
equal  Opportunities  or  Capacities  for  Happinefs, 
and  confequently,  that  the  Law ,  Rule ,  or  Reli¬ 
gion ,  meafured  by  the  Ufe  which  every  Man  is 
capable  of  making  of  his  Faculties,  is  an  imper¬ 
fect  Law,  Rule,  or  Religion;  and  that,  as  it  is; 
impeded,  it  is  fuitable  to  the  Attributes  of  God 
for  him  to  add  to  it,  and  to  reveal  to  Mankind 
all  thofe  natural  Duties  from  the  Pradice  of 
which  they  may  obtain  Happinefs. 

This  Gentlemans  Argument  then,  not  over¬ 
throwing  what  I  advanced  in  the  firft  Place; 
proceed  we  to  fee  how  far  it  aft'eds  what  I  de¬ 
liver’d  in  the  fecond,  which  is, 

That  it  does  not  appear  difagreeable  to  the 
Attributes  of  God,  for  him  to  reveal  to  Man¬ 
kind  Truths  not  difcoverable  by  humane  Rea- j 
(on. 

The  Reafon  given  by  him  why  God  will  not 
reveal  to  Man  any  fuch  Truths,  is,  becaufe  the 
Rule ,  Law ,  or  Religion ,  which  God  has  at  all 
Times  given  to  all  Men,  and  is  difcoverable  by  j 
the  Ufe  of  thofe  Faculties  by  which  they  are 
diftinguifh’d  from  Brutes,  is  perfect. 

But  we  have  proved  that  this  Rule,  Law,' 
or  Religion ,  is  very  impeded ;  and  that  it  does ! 
not  include  all  the  Means  to  Happinefs. 

There  is,  then,  from  hence,  no  Manner  of? 
Proof  that  God  will  not  reveal  to  Mankind 
Truths  not  difcoverable  by  humane  Reafon. 

1 

But 
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But  perhaps  it  will  be  faid,  that  the  Law, 
l  Rule ,  or  Religion ,  difcoverable  by  humane  Rea- 
|  ifon,  though  not  by  the  Reafon  of  every  Man,  is 
\ perfect',  that  this  includes  all  the  Means  to  Hap- 
!  pinels,  and  can  have  nothing  added  to  it. 

But  then  I  would  ask  the  Proof  of  fuch  an 
Aflertion,  and  what  Reafon  we  have  to  think 
\  that  this  is  a  perfed  Law ,  Rule ,  or  Religion . 

The  Reafon  why  the  Law ,  Rule ,  or  Religion 
r  given  to  all  Men,  is  perfect,  will  not  prove  that 
that  which  is  only  given  to  a  few,  is  perfect. 

And  if  it  is  fuitable  to  the  Attributes  of  God 
for  him  to  reveal  Truths  which  fome  Men  by 
their  Reafon  cannot  difcover,  (as  we  have  pro¬ 
ved  it  is,  and  it  will  follow  if  we  allow  that  God 
can  at  all  reveal  himfelf)  why  is  it  not  fuitable  to 
his  Attributes  to  reveal  Truths  which  no  Men  by 
their  Reafon  can  difcover?  We  cannot  poflibly 
fay  God  cannot,  or  will  not  do  this. 

Having,  then,  no  Manner  of  Proof  that  this 
is  a  perfed  Law ,  Rule ,  or  Religion ,  we  cannot 
conclude  it  to  be  fuch,  and  confequently  cannot 
conclude  that  God  will  not  reveal  to  Mankind 
Truths  not  difcoverable  by  humane  Reafon,  but 
muft  wait  to  fee  whether  he  does  or  not. 

That  an  Obfervation  of  this  Law  will  give 
us  a  high  Degree  of  Happinefs,  is  certain  ;  but 
whether  it  is  perfed,  or  impeded,  whether  it 
does,  or  does  not  include  all  the  Means  to  Hap¬ 
pinefs,  we  cannot  poffibly  fay,  having  no  Evi¬ 
dence  on  either  Side  a  priori ; 
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God  may,  for  any  Thing  appears  to  the  con* 
trary,  make  Difcoveries  to  Man  that  humane 
Reafon  could  not  have  attained  to,  from  whence 
mayarife  new  Duties,  and  an  Increafeof  Happi* 
nefs  ;  as  alfo  he  may,  feeing  our  Deviation  from 
Reafon,  and  the  fatal  Confequences  of  it  to  us,  find 
Methods  to  engage  us  to  our  Duty,  which  Man 
could  not  have  thought  of ;  and  he  may  give  new 
Motives  to  our  Obedience,  or  dire&us  to  Means 
which  may  help  to  be  a  Security  of  our  Vit> 
cue. 

From  a  Remembrance  then  of  our  own 
Failings,  and  God’s  Goodnefs,  we  are  inclin’d  to 
hope  for  Afliftance;  but  the  Method  of  his 
aflifting  us  it  is  impoffible  to  difcover. 

Finding  then,  that  the  Law ,  Rule,  or  RelR 
glen,  dilcoverable  by  the  natural  Faculties  of  all 
Men,  is  an  imperfed  Law ,  Rule ,  or  Religion , 
that  it  does  not  include  all  the  Means  to  Hap- 
pinefs ; 

And  no  Proof  being  offer’d  why  the  Law , 
Rule ;  or  Religion ,  difcoverable  by  humane  Rea¬ 
fon,  though  not  by  the  Reafon  of  every  Man,  is 
a  perfect  Law ,  Rule,  or  Religion ,  it  follows, 
that  what  this  ingenious  Gentleman  has  offer’d, 
will  not  overthrow  what  I  advanced,  which 
was, 

That  it  does  not  appear  difagreeable  to  the 
Attributes  of  God  for  him  to  reveal  to  Mankind 
their  natural  Duties;  nor,  to  aflift  them  in  the 
Performance  of  them,  or  reveal  to  them  Truths 
not  difcoverable  by  humane  Reafon, 
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Proceed  we  then,  as  we  were  going,  to  ex a~ 
mine  into  the  Chriftian  Religion,  and  the  EvP 
dence  of  it. 

Always  remembering  in  dur  Search,  a  Caution 
which  we  fet  out  with,  and  that  is,  not  to  re¬ 
ceive  any  Thing  as  God’s  Word,  which  is  noc 
agreeable  to  his  Nature  or  Attributes,  whatever 
be  the  pretended  Evidences  of  it. 

Particularly,  even  our  own  Senfes  are  to  be 
diftrufted  when  the  Attributes  of  God  are  con¬ 
tradicted:  For  not  thefe  are  fo  good  Evidences  to 
os  of  a  tranfient  ACt,  or  Appearance  of  Things* 
as  they  are  of  God’s  Goodnefs,  they  being  con- 
ftant  Evidences  of  this  during  our  whole  Exigence* 

SECT.  IX. 

Enquiry  the  fourth. 

WHAT  Evidence  have  we  that  the  Chri^ 
ftian  Religion  is  a  divine  Revelation? 
And  in  the  firft  Place,  is  it  worthy  of  God* 
and  fuitable  to  his  Nature,  and  agreeable  to  that 
Scheme  of  natural  Religion  which  we  have  al¬ 
ready  founded  on  the  Attributes  of  the  Deity  ? 
If  it  fails  here,  if  it  contradicts  the  Attributes,  we 
are  not  to  receive  it. 
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And  in  our  Examination  of  this  Point,  we  arev 
to  take  in  the  whole  Chriftian  Scheme.  And 
as  the  Chriftian  Religion  is  founded  upon  one 
antecedent  to  it,  namely,  the  Religion  of  the 
Jews,  which  it  acknowledges  to  be  divine,  this 
alfo  muft.be  brought  to  the  Teft. 

And  here  we  find,  according  to  this  whole 
Religion,  (confidering  both  as  making  one)  that 
Man  was  form’d  happy,  placed  in  a  Seat  of  Fe¬ 
licity,  yet  being  a  free  Agent  liable  to  lofe  his 
Happinefs. 

And  that  God  did  not  leave  him  to  himfelf, 
but  as  foon  as  he  had  form’d  him,  kindly  let  him 
know  the  Terms  on  which  he  ftood,  how  he 
would  forfeit,  and  how  preferve  his  Happinefs. 

That,  notwithftanding  Man  had  divine  In- 
ftru&ion,  yet  he  abufed  his  Liberty,  and  fuffer’d 
the  Confequence.  He  finn’d,  and  was  excluded 
from  the  Seat  of  his  Felicity,  and  confequently 
all  Mankind  was  excluded  from  it  with  him. 

That  God  did  not  fuffer  Mankind  to  remain 
in  this  Condition,  to  fpend  a  few  Years  here  in 
Labour  and  Sorrow,  and  then  to  return  to  the 
Earth  from  whence  they  were  taken,  but  hav¬ 
ing  loft  their  Happinefs  on  Earth,  he  made  them 
capable  of  Happinefs  in  the  Heavens. 

And  to  the  End  they  might  not  miftake  their 
Duty,  and  fall  fliort  of  Happinefs ,  God  himfelf 
vouchfafed  to  inftrud  them;  he  gave  them  di¬ 
vine  Precepts ;  he  fent  to  them  Preachers  of  i 
Righteoufnefs;  he  warned  them  by  Punifhments  i 
on  the  Wicked,  and  by  Deliverances  of  the 
Good ;  he  faved  a  few  righteous  Perfons  when  , 
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he  deftroyed  the  reft  of  the  World  ;  he  gave  a 
Law  from  Heaven  writ  on  Tables  of  Stone* 
wherein  was  exprefled  our  Duty  to  God  and 
Man ;  and  he  fent  a  divine  Perfon,  his  Son,  to 
affume  our  Nature,  and  fet  us  a  perfe&  Exam¬ 
ple.  And  he  accepts  his  perfed,  for  our  im- 
perfed  Righteoufnefs,  provided  we  fmcerely  en¬ 
deavour  to  do  our  Duty,  and  heartily  repent  of 
all  our  Offences  againft  him. 

Here  is  a  Method  for  our  Happinefs,  whicli 
human  Reafon  could  not  have  contrived,  but 
worthy  of  the  divine  Being,  and  fuitable  to  his 
Attributes.  God  will  forgive  us  our  Offences 
againft  him,  for  the  Sake  of  the  perfed  Righ- 
ieoufnefs  of  Jefus  Chriji,  provided  we  fmcerely 
repent  of  them,  and  endeavour  to  do  our 
Duty. 

We  before,  from  the  divine  Goodnefs,  hop’d 
for  Pardon,  but  Reafon  could  give  us  no  Aflu- 
i'ances  of  it. 

And  to  enable  us  to  imitate  the  perfed  Ex¬ 
ample  of  this  our  Saviour,  he  gave  us  a  Rule 
for  our  Cotidud,  agreeable  to  what  we  had  be¬ 
fore  difeover’d  from  the  Attributes,  and  to  which 
if  we  faithfully  attend,  we  cannot  be  miftaken 
in  our  Duty. 

i.  With  regard  to  our  felves,  W'e  are  com¬ 
manded  to  be  temperate,  fober,  and  chafte ; 
every  one  to  poffefs  ^  his  A" sjfd  in  SanSHficatioii 
and  Honour ,  and  to  flee  youthful  Lufis^  which 
War  againfl  the  Soul. 
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2.  With  regard  to  others,  we  are  commanded 
to  invade  the  Rights  of  no  Man ;  to  render  a  to 
all  their  Dues ;  are  fhown  what  are  thofe  Dues  ; 
and  have  a  (trait  Rule  given  us,  whereby  to 
meafurc  our  Actions  to  all  Mankind;  and  that  is, 
to  do  to  them  b  as  we  would  they  fiould  do  to 
us. 

And  we  are  not  only  required  to  do  no  In¬ 
jury,  and  to  render  unto  all  their  Dues,  but  we 
are  alfo  commanded  to  do  Good ;  told,  that  if 
we  would  be  Difciples  of  our  Mafter,  and  inhe¬ 
rit  the  Bleflmg,  we  mu  ft  be  merciful ,  kind,  ten - 
der-hearted ,  forbearing  one  another ,  forgiving  c 
one  another ,  even  as  God  for  Chrifi’s  Sake  has 
forgiven  us-  that,  if  we  would  be  fet  at  the 
Right  Hand  of  our  Saviour  when  he  judges  all 
Men,  we  mu  ft  feed  the  Hungry  d,  cloaththe  Na¬ 
ked,  vifit  the  Sick ,  comfort  the  Fatherlefs ,  the 
Stranger ,  and  the  Widow ;  that  if  we  would 
have  Treafure  in  Heaven ,  we  mujt  give  to  the 
Door ;  and  if  we  would  be  Children  of  the  mojl 
High ,  we  7nuft  referable  him  who  does  Good  to  ally 
and  maketh  his  e  Sun  rife  on  the  Evil ,  and  the 
Good ,  and fendeth  Rain  on  the  Juft  and  the  Unjujl . 

And  we  are  allur’d  that  unlefs  the  Motive  to 
all  our  Charity  be  pure  Benevolence,  a  fincere 
Delight  in  the  Happinefs  of  our  Fellow  Crea¬ 
tures,  not  even  our  f  whole  Subjlance  given  to 
feed  the  Poor ,  will  profit  us  any  Thing. 

a  Rom.  xiii.  17.  h  Mat.  vii.  12.  c  Eph.  iv.  22, 23. 

a  Mat.  xxv.  34.  to  the  End.  f  Mat.  v.  45. 

f  1  Cor.  xiii. 

k  - 
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3.  In  this  Religion  the  Attributes  of  the  Deity 
•which  we  had  diicover’d  by  Reafon,  are  declar’d 
to  us,  and  our  Duty  to  God  is  delivered  agree- 
able  to  thefe  Attributes. 

Here  God  is  defcribed  an  eternal g,  unchangea¬ 
ble  h,  almighty  \  omniprefent k,  omnifcient l,  wife  m, 
holy  n,  juft  °,  good  P  Being-,  we  are  commanded 
to  worjhip ,  to  obey,  to  fear,  and  to  love  him, 
and  at  all  Times  to  trull:  in  him.  And  we  are 
in  ft  r  lifted  in  the  Times  and  Manner  in  which  he 
will  be  worfhipp’d. 

Further,  We  have  in  this  Religion  Means  for 
the  Security  of  our  Virtue. 

A  Sabbath,  or  one  Day  in  feven,  is  appointed 
wherein  we  are  to  reft  from  our  Labour,  and 
remember  God’s  Goodnefs  in  creating,  and  af¬ 
terwards  his  Goodnefs  in  both  creating  and  re¬ 
deeming  us. 

Sacrifices  and  Ordinances  are  inftituted  under 
the  JewiJh  Difpenfation,  by  which  that  People 
were  to  be  reminded  of  their  Imperfections,  their 
Sins,  and  their  Dependency  on  the  divine  Be¬ 
ing;  and  Raptifin,  and  the  Sacrament  of  the 
Lord’s  Supper  under  the  Chriftian,  in  the  one 
of  which  we  are  foiemnly  initiated  into  our  Re¬ 
ligion,  made  Members  of  Chrift’s  Church;  and 
in  the  other  we  commemorate  the  Love  of  our 

g  Deut.  xxxiii.  27.  h  Mat.  iii.  6.  James  i.  17.  1  Gen. 

xvii.  1.  xxviii.  3.  xxxv.  11,  &c.  k  Plalm  cxxxix.  Prov.  v.  21. 
xv.  3.  Heb.  iv.  13,  Sec.  1  Job  xlii.  2.  Pfalm  cxxxix,  &c. 

™  Pfalm  cxlvii.  5.  Rom  xi.  33.  n  If.lvii.  15.  Pfalm  xeix.  3. 
&  ciii.  1.  &  cxlv.  21,  Sec.  cxi.  9-  &  Rev.  xhx.  0  If  xlv.  21. 
Zeph.  iii.  5.  Dent.  £vi.  j8.  Prov.  xvi.  11.  Pfalm  Ixxxix.  14. 
P  1  Chron.  xvi.  34.  Ezra  iii.  11.  Pfalm  c.  5.  cvi.  1.  evii.  1. 
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Saviour,  teftify  our  felves  to  be  his  Difciples,  re¬ 
ceive  Pardon  of  our  Sins,  and  repeat  our  Pro- 
feflions  of  conforming  to  his  Laws. 

Lafily,  We  are  allured  that  the  Soul  of 
Man,  his  thinking  Part,  never  dies,  and  that 
eternal  Mifery  will  be  the  Portion  of  Vice, 
as  well  as  eternal  Happinefs  of  Virtue;  that 
the  Unclean ,  the  Extortioner j,  and  Unjujl  * , 
thole  who  Jhut  their  Ears  to  the  Cries  of  the 
Needy ,  (hall  go  away  into  everlafling  Mifery , 
but  the  Righteous  into  Life  eternal 

From  a  Confideration  of  the  Nature  of  the 
Soul  of  Man,  its  Powers,  and  Properties,  we 
found  it  reafonable  to  conclude  it  not  material, 
but  of  a  Subfiance  diftinfc  from,  fuperior  to,  and 
more  durable  than  the  Body  of  Man;  and 
that  it  fhould  be  form’d  for  perpetual  Exigence, 
is  agreeable  to  Reafon ;  and  if  fo,  then  it  fol¬ 
lows,  that  when  it  is  confcious  that  it  has  abus’d 
its  Powers,  a£fed  unfuitably  to  its  Nature,  and 
below  other  Beings,  it  wall  have  painful  Reflec¬ 
tions  during  itsExiftcnce. 

This  Religion,  then,  appearing  worthy  of 
God,  and  fuitable  to  his  Nature,  the  next  Que- 
ftion  is,  What  is  the  Evidence  of  it?  For  it 
will  not  follow  that  becaufe  it  is  worthy  of  God, 
it  is  his  Revelation,  but  it  will  follow,  that  it 
is  rational  for  us  to  proceed  in  our  Ei> 
quiry. 

We  proceed  then,  to  an  Examination  of 
the  Evidence  of  the  Chriftian  Religion,  and  in 

*  Gal.  v.  19,  20,  21,  f  Mat.  xxv.  46, 

order 
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order  to  judge  of  it,  think  it  firft  proper  to  con*- 
fider  what  kind  of  Evidence  is  to  be  expeded; 
and  fuppofing  God  would  reveal  himfelf,  what 
Proof  may  we  rationally  exped  him  to  give  us 
of  fuch  a  Revelation? 

This  is  certain,  if  the  Revelation  is  for  the 
Benefit  of  all  Mankind,  and  ought  to  be  received 
as  Truth  by  all  thofe  to  whom  it  is  communi¬ 
cated,  the  Evidence  of  it  fliould  be  fufficient  to 
determine  the  rational  Aflent  of  all  thofe  to 
whom  it  is  communicated,  as  well  thofe  who 
live  after,  as  at  the  Time  when  fuch  a  Revela¬ 
tion  is  given.  The  Chriftian  Religion,  then, 
being  of  this  Sort,  (for  the  Benefit  of  all  Man¬ 
kind,  and  requiring  Belief  from  all  thofe  to  whom 
it  is  communicated)  it  ought  to  have  fuch  an 
Evidence,  as  is  fufficient  to  determine  the  ra¬ 
tional  Aflent  of  all  Men. 

Now  then,  we  can  think  of  no  Evidence  fo 
certain  to  all  Mankind,  as  that  which  is  given 
in  the  Works  of  Nature-,  and  it  is  reafonable  to 
exped  that  the  fupreme  Being  fliould  give  Man¬ 
kind  Evidence  of  his  Will,  after  the  fame  Man¬ 
ner  as  he  gave  them  Evidence  of  his  Exiftence 
and  Attributes,  that  is,  in  his  Works.  And  as 
he  led  us  to  a  Knowledge  of  his  Being,  or  gave 
us  Evidence  of  his  Being,  by  the  Works  of  Na¬ 
ture;  fo  we  may  juftly  exped  he  would  give  us 
Evidence  of  his  Will  in  the  fame  Works,  and  by 
flicwing  his  Power  in  Nature.  And  how  is  ic 
that  the  fupreme  Being  can  give  us  Evidence  of 
his  Will  in  the  Works  of  Nature?  Whv,  as  the 
Existence  of  Things,  and  the  conftant,  regular, 

uniform 
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uniform  Laws  by  which  Bodies  move  or  reft, 
are  a  Proof  of  an  eternal ,  intelligent ,  &rc.  Be¬ 
ing;  fo  a  Change  in  thefe  Laws  would  be  an 
Evidence  of  his  Will;  and  as  no  Being  can 
change  his  Laws,  he  being  foie  Lord  of  Nature, 
without  his  Content,  and  as  he  cannot  content 
they  fhould  be  chang’d  to  give  Evidence  toFal- 
lhood,  (for  that  would  be  to  aft  in  Oppofition  to 
his  own  Will)  it  follows,  that  a  Change  in  thefe 
Laws  is  full  Evidence  that  what  is  deliver’d, 
came  from  him. 

We  call  a  Change  in  the  Laws  of  Nature,  a 
Miracle. 

Now  then,  as  it  is  rational  to  expeft  this  E- 
vidence  of  a  Revelation,  fo  we  find  this  is  the 
Evidence  pretended  by  thofe  who  would  prefs 
on  us  the  Chriftian  Religion :  We  are  then  to 
examine,  whether  the  Chriftian  Religion  has  this 
Evidence  or  not.  And  in  this  Search  we  ought 
to  be  very  careful,  it  being  certain  that  if  this  is 
the  Evidence  to  be  expefted,  this  is  the  Evidence 
that  Counterfeits  will  pretend  to  be  in  Pofleflion 
of. 

In  order  then,  to  find  whether  the  Laws  of 
Nature  were  chang’d  at  the  Promulgation  of  I 
the  Chriftian  Religion,  we  are  to  examine, 

i.  Whether  the  pretended  Fafts  are  Changes 
in  the  Laws  of  Nature. 

x.  Whether  there  really  ever  were  fiich  Fafts.  \ 

Now  to  know  whether  the  pretended  Fafts  j 
are  really  Changes  in  the  Laws  of  Nature,  we 
mull  explain  what  we  mean  by  the  Laws  of  ) 
Nature . 

That 
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That  conftant,  regular,  uniform  Way,  by 
which  Bodies  are  determin'd  to  Motion  or 
Reft,  and  the  conftant,  regular  Connexions  be¬ 
twixt  certain  known  Caufes  and  Effeds,  we 
call  Laws  of  Nature.  And  when  certain  Bo¬ 
dies  at  Reft,  move  without  any  external  Force ; 
when  certain  Bodies  in  Motion,  move  in  a  dif¬ 
ferent  Manner  from  what  they  were  ever  known 
to  move ;  when  certain  known  Caufes  produce 
different  Effeds,  from  what  they  have  been  ever 
known  to  produce;  different  from  what  them- 
felves  can  produce  the  next  Moment,  and  dif¬ 
ferent  from  what  all  others  of  alike  Nature  with 
themfelves  ever  can  produce;  then  wemayjuftly 
and  properly  fay  that  the  Laws  of  Nature  are 
chang'd;  that  fomething  is  effeded  which  could 
not  be  effected  naturally. 

A  Miracle  then  being  a  Change  in  the  Laws 
of  Nature,  in  order  to  know  that  there  is  really 
a  Miracle,  ’tis  neceffary  firft  to  know  the  Laws 
of  Nature ;  and  it  is  impoflible  to  prove  the 
Laws  of  Nature  are  chang’d,  unlefs  we  firft 
know  what  are  thefe  Laws.  Particularly,  fhould 
we  fee  a  new  Appearance  in  the  Heavens,  we 
could  not  fay  that  the  Laws  of  Nature  were 
chang’d;  we  know  not  all  Nature,  nor  all  the 
Laws  or  Powers  of  Bodies;  and  this  might  be  a 
conftant,  regular  Effed  of  a  certain  Caufe,  for 
any  Thing  we  can  fay  to  the  contrary.  And 
Time  may  bring  us  to  a  Knowledge  of  the  Caufe 
of  this  Effed,  as  it  has  to  a  Knowledge  of  the 
Caufe  of  Eclipfes,  which  have  been,  and  per- 
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haps  yet  may  in  fome  Places  be  ignorantly  re- 
puted  Miracles. 

It  is  evident  then,  that  we  muft  be  fully  ac¬ 
quainted  with  the  conftant,  regular,  uniform 
Determination  of  certain  Bodies ;  the  conftant, 
regular  Connexions  betwixt  certain  known 
Caufes  and  Effeds ;  the  Powers  of  certain  Cau¬ 
fes  to  produce  certain  Effeds,  and  their  natural 
Inability  to  produce  certain  other  Effeds,  before 
we  can  fay  that  the  Laws  of  Nature  are  chan¬ 
ged;  that  there  is  not  a  natural  Connexion 
betwixt  Caufe  and  Effed,  that  is,  that  there  is  a 
Miracle. 

Thofe  who  carry  this  Matter  farther,  and  (ay 
we  know  not  all  the  Laws  of  Nature,  the  Laws 
and  Powers  of  Bodies,  and  confequendy  cannot 
fay  that  ever  the  Laws  of  Nature  are  chang’d, 
argue  not  juftly.  It  is  not  neceffary  that  I  know 
all  the  Laws  of  Nature,  nor  even  all  the  Laws 
and  Powers  of  any  one  Body,  nor  all  the  Ef¬ 
feds  of  certain  Caufes,  to  fay  that  the  Laws  of 
Nature  are  chang’d.  There  may  be  many  Pow¬ 
ers  in  Bodies,  and  even  in  thofe  which  we  are 
moft  acquainted  with,  yet  undifcovered  ;  and 
there  may  be  many  Effeds  not  known  by  us, 
which  may  proceed  from  certain  Caufes:  But 
then  all  Bodies  of  the  fame  Nature  will  be  mov¬ 
ed  by  the  fame  Laws,  and  the  fame  Caufes  will 
regularly  and  conftantly  produce 1  the  fame  Ef¬ 
feds.  But  when  Bodies  move  contrary  to  thofe 
Laws,  by  which  all  Bodies  of  the  fame  Nature 
move,  and  contrary  to  thofe  by  which  them* 
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felves  have  hitherto  moved;  and  when  certain 
known  Caufcs  produce  new  Effeds  in  {ingle  Pi¬ 
ttances,  and  fuch  Effeds  in  which  naturally  there 
is  no  Connexion  betwixt  Caufe  and  Effed;  then 
we  may  juftly  fay  that  the  Laws  of  Nature  are 
changed.  And  now  having  feen  what  is  a 
Change  in  the  Laws  of  Nature,  and  that  fuch 
a  Change  is  the  Evidence  to  be  expeded  of  a 
Revelation,  we  proceed  to  examine  the  preten¬ 
ded  Fads,  and  to  fee  whether  thefe  were  Chan¬ 
ges  in  the  Laws  of  Nature. 

And  no  fooner  do  we  examine,  but  we  find 
the  pretended  Fads  given  in  Evidence  of  the 
Chriftian  Religion,  are  of  this  Sort;  and  allow¬ 
ing  the  Fads,  they  are  really  Changes  in  the  Laws 
of  Nature. 

Toinftance,  The  Laws  of  Nature  were  chan¬ 
ged,  when  the  Sick,  Lame ,  Wither'd ,  Blind , 
Deaf \  Dumb ,  were  cured  of  all  thofe  Maladies 
by  the  fpeaking  of  a  Word,  by  the  touching  of 
Clothes,  or  by  an  Ointment  made  of  Spittle 
and  Clay ;  here  was  no  natural  Connexion  be¬ 
twixt  Caufe  and  Effed,  a  Word,  a  Touch,  Spit¬ 
tle  and  Clay  will  not  naturally,  by  any  Power  of 
their  own,  reftore  Health,  Limbs,  Eyes. 

The  Laws  of  Nature  were  chang’d,  when 
Peter  walk’d  upon  the  Sea ;  the  Sea  will  by  no 
Power  of  its  own  fupport  walking  Perfons,  and 
in  that  Inftance  acquired  a  new  Power. 

The  Laws  of  Nature  were  chang’d,  when 
Jefus  raifed  Lazarus  from  the  Dead  by  the 
fpeaking  of  a  Word  *  a  Word  will  not  natu- 
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rally  redore  Life,  nor  do  we  know  any  Caufe, 
except  the  divine  Power,  equal  to  that  Effed. 

The  Laws  of  Nature  were  chang’d,  when 
Jefus  (hew’d  himfelf  alive  after  his  Cruci¬ 
fixion. 

The  Laws  of  Nature  were  chang’d,  when 
Perfons  fpoke  Languages  they  never  learnt. 

But  I  need  not  indance  farther ;  it  is  very 
evident,  that  if  there  really  ever  were  fuch  Fads 
as  thefe  above-mention’d,  they  were  Changes  in 
the  Laws  of  Nature.  We  proceed  then  to  the 
next  Thing  to  be  enquired  after,  which  is,  What 
is  our  Evidence  of  the  Fads  ? 

In  the  firft  Place,  then,  we  arc  to  confider, 
What  is  the  Evidence  to  be  expeded?  Now  a 
Miracle  being  a  Change  in  the  Laws  of  Nature, 
it  mud  be  of  the  E {fence  of  a  Miracle,  that  is 
to  give  Evidence,  not  to  be  frequent.  TheRca- 
fon  is,  we  know  nothing  of  the  Laws  of  Na¬ 
ture  a  priori ;  and  our  whole  Knowledge  of 
thefe  Laws  mud  arife  from  long  Obfervation 
and  Experience,  from  feeing  the  condant,  regu¬ 
lar,  uniform  Determinations  of  Bodies,  the  Pow¬ 
ers  of  certain  Caufes  to  produce  certain  Effeds, 
and  the  Inability  of  fuch  Caufes  to  produce  cer¬ 
tain  other  Effeds.  Had  we  not  then  a  long  Ex¬ 
perience  of  the  condant  regular  Determinations 
of  Bodies,  Powers  of  Caufes,  ©c.  we  could 
fay  nothing  of  a  Miracle.  And  were  Interrup¬ 
tions  to  the  Laws  of  Nature  frequent,  we  could 
not  tell  what  were  the  Laws  of  Nature ;  and 
confequently  could  not  fay  that  thefe  Interrup¬ 
tions 
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tions  were  Miracles.  (By  the  Way  we  may  re¬ 
mark,  that  if  God  would  reveal  himfelf  to  Man 
foon  after  he  had  created  him,  Miracles  would 
not  then  be  an  Evidence  to  him  of  a  Revela¬ 
tion  ;  and  if  the  fupreme  Being  would  early 
communicate  his  Mind  to  Man,  he  mud:  do  it 
by  Vifion  and  immediate  Speaking  to  him.  And 
as  this  was  the  Way  according  to  the  Chriftian 
Scheme,  that  God  did  at  firft  communicate  his 
Will  to  Man,  it  refieds  Credit  upon  that 
Scheme ) 

It  is  plain  then,  that  ’tis  of  the  very  E {fence 
of  a  Miracle,  that  is  to  give  Evidence,  not  to 
be  frequent ;  and  if  fo,  then  hiftorical  Evidence 
is  all  the  Evidence  that  feme  Perfons  can.  ever 
have,  that  there  really  were  any  Miracles.  The 
Queftion  then  is,  whether  we  have  this  Evi¬ 
dence?  Whether  we  have  Reafon  to  believe  chat 
the  Hiftory  of  "Jefus  and  his  Apofllcs  is  a  true 
Hiftory;  that  the  Perfons  who  relate  and  bear 
Teftimony  to  this  Hiftory,  had  full  Knowledge 
of  what  they  relate  and  bear  Teftimony  to. 
And 

I.  Were  not  deceived  themfelves. 

II.  Were  Men  of  Integrity,  and  did  not  de¬ 
ceive  others. 

In  the  firft  Place,  if  Perfons  relate  and  bear 
Teftimony  to  a  Hiftory  of  Fads,  and  pretend 
to  be  themfelves  prefen t  at,  Eye-witneffes  of, 
and  concern’d  in,  thofe  Fads,  and  if  the  pre¬ 
tended  Fads  are  of  fuch  a  Nature  as  to  have 
lading,  vifible  Efifeds;  then  it  is  Demonftration 
that  fuch  Perfons  mu  ft  have  full  Knowledge 
L  z  whether 
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whether  there  ever  were,  or  were  not  fuch 
Fads,  and  confequently  could  not  poffibly  be  de¬ 
ceived  themfelves. 

a.  If  the  fame  Perfons  have  been  never  known 
to  falfify,  or  deceive  in  other  Instances ;  if  they 
have  no  Blot  in  their  Characters ;  and  to  deceive  ■ 
us  in  this  Instance  is  entirely  contrary  to  their  : 
Xnrereft ;  then  we  have  Reafon  to  think  they  do 
not  deceive  us  in  it,  but  faithfully  relate  what 
they  have  Knowledge  of. 

We  are  then,  in  the  fird  Place,  to  examine 
whether  the  Perfons  who  relate  and  bear  Tc- 
ftimony  to  the  Hiftory  of  JeJ'us  and  his  Apo- 
ft’es,  pretend  to  be  themfelves  prefent  at,  Eye- 
witnefles  of,  and  concern’d  in,  the  Fads  which 
they  relate,  and  bear  Teftimony  to,  and  whe¬ 
ther  the  pretended  Fads  had  fuch  lading  vifible 
Effeds,  that  they  could  not  poffibly  be  midaken 
concerning  them,  nor  deceiv’d  themfelves. 

And  here  we  find  that  thefe  Perfons  do  actu¬ 
ally  pretend  to  be  themfelves  prefent  at,  con¬ 
cern’d  in,  and  Eye-witneffes  of,  the  Fads  which 
they  relate  and  bear  Tedimony  to-,  and  the  pre¬ 
tended  Fads  had  lading,  vifible  Effeds-,  fo  that 
they  could  not  poffibly  be  deceived  themfelves, 
and  not  know  whether  there  ever  were,  or  were 
not  fuch  Fads. 

Thus  Matthew  and  John  give  us  a  Hidory  of 
Fads,  and  pretend  to  be  themfelves  prefent  at, 
concern’d  in,  and  Eye-witned'es  of,  thofe  Fads ; 
and  the  pretended  Fads  had  lading,  vifible  Ef¬ 
feds  ;  it  is  evident,  then,  that  thefe  Perfons  mud 
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have  full  Knowledge  whether  there  ever  were, 
or  were  not,  fuch  Fads. 

Again,  two  other  Hiftorians,  called  Mark 
and  Luke,  give  us  the  fame  Hiftory ;  and  Luke 
befides,  publishes  another  Hiftory  of  Fails,  in 
which,  Peter,  James,  John,  Paul,  and  other 
Difciples  of  Jefus,  were  the  chief  Adors.  This 
Account  he  publifhes,  whilft  thefe  Perfons  were 
yet  alive,  and  muft  have  denied  the  Fads,  if 
there  had  been  no  fuch,  or  themfelves  not  Par¬ 
ties  in  the  Impofture. 

Further,  Tho’  Matthew,  Mark,  Luke,  and 
John,  only  were  the  dired  Hiftorians  of  the 
Life  and  Adions  of  JeJus  and  his  Apoftles,  yet 
Peter,  James,  John,  and  Jude ,  according  to 
the  Relation  of  the  above-named  Hiftorians, 
were  conftant  Attenders  of  JeJus-,  and  thefe 
Perfons  themfelves  refer  ro  the  related  Fads,  in 
their  feveral  Epiftles  to  different  Churches ;  and 
the  whole  that  they  write  is  grounded  upon  a 
Suppofition  of  the  Fads. 

We  muft  reckon,  then,  as  Attefters  of  the 
Hiftory  of  Jefus,  Matthew ,  John,  Peter,  James , 
Jude,  Mark,  Luke-,  the  five  firft  of  which  pre¬ 
tend  to  be  themfelves  prefent  at,  Eye-witnefles 
of,  and  concern’d  in,  the  Fads  which  they  re¬ 
late,  and  bear  Teftimony  to;  and  Attefters  of 
the  Hiftory  of  the  Apoftles,  Luke,  Peter,  James, 
John,  and  Paul. 

And  as  one  Part  of  the  Chrijlian  Hiftory 
depends  on  the  other  Part  of  it,  and  Jefus’s 
Difciples,  according  to  their  own  Account  of 
Things,  acted  by  his  Authority  and  Commiflion, 

it 
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ic  is  evident,  that  if  they  did  not  the  Adions 
which  khey  pretend  they  did,  neither  did  He  the 
Adions  which  they  afcribeunto  him  ;  and  if  he 
did  not  the  Adions  which  they  afcribe  to  him, 
neither  did  they  the  Adions  which  they  pretend 
they  did;  but  it  is  impoffible  fpr  Perfons  to  be 
deceiv’d  in  their  own  Cafe,  and  not  know  whe¬ 
ther  they  really  do,  or  do  not  make  the  Lame 
walk,  the  Blind  fee,  the  Dead  come  to  Life,  &c. 
confequently  all  thefe  Per  fons  mu  ft  be  grand 
Cheats  if  there  were  no  fuch  Fads. 

As  to  the  common  Objedion  of  Enthufiafm, 
it  can  have  no  Weight  here,  the  Things  tefti- 
fy’d  by  thefe  Perfons,  being  of  that  Nature,  that 
they  could  not  poftibly  be  deceiv’d  concerning 
them:  And  though  a  warm  Imagination  maybe 
fo  far  impos’d  on,  as  to  apprehend  Vifions  and 
Revelations  when  there  are  really  no  fuch  Things $ 
yet  no  Perfons  in  their  Senfes,  no  Perfons  wdio 
can  deliver  to  the  World  a  confiftent  Scheme  of 
Morality,  can  be  fo  far  deceived,  as  to  imagine 
that  they  make  the  Blind  fee,  the  Lame  walk, 
the  Dead  come  to  Life,  or  that  they  fpeak  in 
Languages  which  they  never  learnt,  if  there 
were  no  fuch  Fads. 

It  is  then  beyond  Contradidion  evident,  that 
the  Perfons  who  relate,  and  bear  Teftimony  to 
the  Hiftory  of  Jefus  and  his  Apoftles,  had  full 
Knowledge  whether  there  ever  were,  or  were 
not  fuch  Fads  as  they  relate  and  bear  Teftimony 
to,  and  confequently  were  not  deceiv’d  them- 
felves.  The  next  Thing  then  to  be  enquir’d  af¬ 
ter,  is, 
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t \dly\  If  they  were  ever  known  to  falfify  or 
deceive  in  any  one  Inftance-,  and  if  it  was  con¬ 
trary  to  their  Intereft  to  deceive. 

1.  In  the  firft  Place,  then,  they  Were  never 
known  to  falfify  or  deceive  in  any  one  Inftance  $ 
they  had  no  Blot  in  their  Characters ;  and  their 
very  worft  Enemies  could  not  reproach  them  with 
!  Immorality. 

idly.  It  was  againft  their  Intereft  to  deceive. 

That  to  deceive,  was  contrary  to  their  In¬ 
tereft  in  this  World,  is  evident,  becaufe  Perfe- 
cution  and  Death  were  the  Confequence  of  the 
Impofture,  if  it  was  one.  And  that  it  was  con¬ 
trary  to  all  future  Profpe&s  is  evident,  becaufe  it 
is  not  poflible  for  human  Nature  to  have  fo  ab- 
furd  Notions  of  the  Deity,  as  that  his  Favour 
is  to  be  purchas’d  by  inventing  a  Lie,  and  per- 
fevering  in  it.  Poftibly,  indeed,  Perfons  may 
have  lied  for  God,  that  is,  they  may  have  fup- 
ported  a  Caufe  which  they  apprehended  to  be 
his,  with  Falfhood j  but  then,  they  thought  it 
was  really  his  Caufe-,  and  no  Body  has  been  fo 
abfurd  as  to  imagine,  that  the  Favour  of  the  De¬ 
ity  is  to  be  purchas’d  by  inventing  a  Lie  con¬ 
cerning  Him,  by  afferting  that  to  be  his  Caufe, 
which  they  certainly  know  to  be  not  fo;  which 
is  lying  not  for,  but  againft,  in  Oppofition  to 
Him. 

If  it  be  faid,  That  though  it  is  true  thefe  Per¬ 
fons  afted  contrary  to  worldly  Intereft,  yet  they 
might  have  another  Notion  of  Things  at  firft, 
and  that  particularly  ytfus,  the  Ring-leader  of 
this  Sett,  defign’d  making  himfelf  a  Kings  and 
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that  after  his  Deceafe  his  Difciples  acted  nport 
the  fame  worldly  Motives.  I  anfwer,  It  no  where 
appears  that  j fefus  defign’d  making  himfelf  a 
King ;  on  the  contrary,  He  conftantly  difclaim’d 
whatever  tended  that  Way,  and  declar’d  that 
his  Kingdom  was  not  of  this  World .  And  as  to 
his  Difciples,  whatever  Notion  they  at  firft 
might  have  of  worldly  Advancement,  yet  the 
repeated  Declarations  of  their  Mailer,  his  igno¬ 
minious  Death  and  Sufferings,  and  their  own  cruel 
Treatment  in  the  World,  fully  appriz’d  them  of 
what  they  were  to  exped  on  Earth,  and  that 
Bonds ,  Perfecution ,  Hatred  of  all  Men,  and 
Death ,  were  to  be  the  only  Portions  they  were 
in  this  World  to  exped. 

Again,  What  View  to  worldly  Advancement 
had  Pauly  a  learned  and  ingenious  Man,  in  good 
Repute  in  his  own  Nation,  and  who  well  knew 
what  Fate  the  Spreaders  of  Chrifiia?iity  were  to 
exped,  from  the  Part  he  had  aded  towards 
them  ? 

But  to  put  this  Matter  out  of  Queftion,  what¬ 
ever  Profped  of  worldly  Intereft  Perfons  may 
have  living,  they  can  have  none  dying:  Thefe 
Perfons  feal’d  their  Tefhimony  with  their  Blood, 
and  laid  down  their  Lives  to  confirm  the  Truth 
of  what  they  deliver’d. 

Now  the  Queftion  is,  What  could  make  them 
behave  after  this  Manner?  Our  Reafoners  tell 
us,  That  every  Effed  mull  have  a  neceffary  Caufe, 
and  a  Caufe  fuitedto  the  Effed.  Let  them  then 
tell  us  what  is  the  neceffary  Caufe  of  this  Ef- 
fed?  and  what  could  be  the  Motive  to  fo  many 
7  Perfons 
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Perfons  to  fuffer  not  only  Perfecution,butDeath, 
for  the  Sake  of  a  known  FaHhood.  Here  they 
renounce  Earth;  and  if  they  have  a  Thought  of 
Heaven,  they  renounce  this  too.  In  this  Cafe 
they  muft  chufe  Pain,  as  Pain,  and  renounce 
Pleafere  as  fuch ;  which  yet  ir  will  not  be  al¬ 
low’d  that  any  Man  is  capable  of  doing. 

If  it  be  faid  that  they  were  Atheiftical  Perfons, 
difbeliev’d  a  God,  and  confequently  had  no  fu¬ 
ture  Profpeds ;  then  I  afk,  What  made  them 
renounce  this  World?  If  it  be  faid  they  believ’d 
a  God,  and  their  own  future  Exigence,  then  I 
demand  how  they  came  to  renounce  his  Favour 
for  nothing;  how  they  came  knowingly  and 
purpofely  to  purchafe  Mifery  in  the  next  World, 
with  Mifery  in  this  ? 

If  it  be  yet  objeded,  That  after  they  had  once 
published  their  Story,  (whatever  was  their  Mo¬ 
tive  of  doing  it)  Pride  made  them  refolutely  ad¬ 
here  to  it.  I  anfwer,  When  we  argue  that  a 
certain  Behaviour  is  the  Effed  of  Pride,  we 
fhould  either  (hew  from  the  Nature  of  Pride 
that  it  may  have  fuch  an  Effed,  or  give  Exam¬ 
ples  where  there  really  has  been  fuch  Pride  in 
the  World.  But  if  we  can  do  neither  of  thefe, 
(as  moft  certainly  in  the  prefent  Cafe  we  can¬ 
not)  then  we  cannot  argue  that  the  Behaviour 
of  thefe  Perfons  was  the  Effed  of  Pride. 

It  is  true  that  many  Perfons  have  laid  down 
their  Lives  for  erroneous  Opinions,  but  then  it 
muft  be  remembred,  that  thefe  fuffer’d  for  Error 
as  Truth ;  but  we  find  no  Inftances  where  fe- 
veral  Perfons  have  agreed  to  lay  down  their 
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Lives  to  maintain  a  known  Cheat  and  Falfliood, 
without  any  Profped  of  Intereft  or  Gratification 
to  themfelves.  Criminals  will  die  with  a  Lie  in 
their  Mouth,  but  it  is  in  Hopes  of  faving  their 
Lives,  their  Reputations,  or  Eftates ;  and  they 
don’t  perfevere  in  a  Cheat,  without  a  Motive  to 
it.  ( 

And  what  yet  (Lengthens  the  Evidence  that 
thefe  Perfons  were  not  Deceivers,  is  the  great 
Number  of  them ;  and  if  it  is  irrational  to  think 
that  one  Perfon  would  lay  down  his  Life  to 
maintain  a  known  Falfliood,  it  is  yet  more  irra¬ 
tional  to  think  that  many  Perfons  fliould  agree 
to  do  it;  that  they  fliould  be  true  to  Falfliood, 
and  to  each  other.  And  indeed  confidering  the 
Nature  of  Mankind,  their  Defire  of  Life,  Aver- 
fion  to  Pain,  and  Love  of  Pleafure,  ’tis  no  lefs 
than  Demonftration  that  thefe  Perfons  did  not 
die  to  maintain  a  known  Cheat. 

To  conclude  this  Head,  No  greater  Evidence 
can  be  given  of  any  Propofition,  than  the  Na¬ 
ture  of  that  Propofition  will  admit ;  and  when  a 
Propofition  has  the  higheft  Evidence  that  can  be 
given  to  it,  it  ought  to  be  receiv’d  as  Truth,  or 
all  Proportions  of  the  fame  Nature  that  have 
only  the  fame,  or  a  left  Evidence,  to  be  rejeded 
as  Falfliood.  No  higher  Evidence  can  be  given 
that  any  Perfons  are  Perfons  of  Integrity,  and  do 
not  deceive  us,  than  we  have  that  thofe  who 
relate  and  bear  Teftimony  to  the  Hiftory  of  Je- 
Jiis  and  his  Apoftles,  are  Men  of  Integrity,  and 
do  not  deceive  us.  Confequently  we  cannot  ra¬ 
tionally 
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tionally  receive  any  Hiftory,  and  rejeft  thatwhich 
they  deliver’d  to  us. 

As  to  the  Point,  Whether  thofe  who  relate 
and  bear  Teftimony  to  the  Hiftoryof  yefus&ni. 
his  Apoftles,  did  give  this  Evidence  of  their  In¬ 
tegrity,  and  lay  down  their  Lives  for  the  Sake 
i  of  what  they  deliver’d ;  this  is  out  of  Queftion 
with  all :  And  the  Sufferings  and  Death  of  the 
Founders  of  Cbrijlianity ,  was  fo  open,  and  pub- 
lick,  fo  circumftantiated,  has  fuffer’d  fo  many 
Reproaches,  and  Hands  in  fo  many  Records, 
that  the  greateft  Oppofers  of  this  Religion  have 
not  been  hardy  enough  to  deny  it :  And  it  can 
no  more  be  doubted,  that  the  Founders  of  Chri- 
Jlianity  fuffer’d  and  died  for  it,  than  it  can  be 
doubted  whether  there  were  fuch  Emperors  as 
Tiberius,  Nero,  Trajan ,  &c.  in  whole  Times 
they  fuffer’d,  &c. 

We  have  then  the  higheft  Evidence  the  Na¬ 
ture  of  the  Propofition  will  admit,  that  the  Per- 
fons  who  relate  and  bear  Teftimony  to  the  Hi- 
ftory  of  Jefus  and  his  Apoftles,  had  full  Know¬ 
ledge  of  what  they  relate  and  bear  Teftimony  to, 
and  were  not  deceiv’d  themfelves ;  and  alfo  that 
they  were  Men  of  Integrity,  and  did  not  de¬ 
ceive  others.  Then  it  follows,  that  the  Hiftory 
which  they  deliver’d  ought  to  be  receiv’d  as  a 
true  one. 

But  farther,  We  have  not  only  the  Teftimony 
of  thefe  Perfons  for  the  Truth  of  the  Fads,  but 
we  have  likewife  other  collaterals  Evidence  and 
Circumftances* 
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Thus  thofe  who  difpute  about  the  Fads,  and 
pretend  that  they  were  not  true  Miracles,  ac¬ 
knowledge  the  Fads. 

Thofe  who  afcribe  them  to  diabolical  Power, 
acknowledge  the  Fads;  here  then  is  the  Tefti- 
mony  of  Enemies. 

Again,  The  pretended  Fads  were  of  fuch  a 
Nature,  and  had  fuch  lading  viable  Effeds,  that 
every  Body  who  lived  at  the  Time  when  they 
were  pretended  to  be  done,  had  Opportunity  to 
inform  themfelves  concerning  the  Truth  of  them. 
Thus  the  meaneft  Perfon,  if  he  had  not  himfelf 
been  prefent,  might  eafily  have  inform’d  himfelf 
whether  Jefus  open’d  the  Eyes  of  the  Blind; 
rais’d  Lazarus  from  the  Dead ;  and  whether 
Veter  and  John  had  made  a  Cripple,  who  had 
lain  a  long  Time  at  the  Gate  of  the  Temple* 
walk.  They  might  have  had  the  Teftimony  of 
a  Thoufend  People,  if  they  had  not  had  that  of 
their  own  Eyes,  that  one  had  been  blind,  another 
lame;  and  could  themfelves  examine  how  far 
thefe  Cures  were  wrought,  and  if  Lazarus  had 
been  dead,  and  was  then  alive. 

And  fince  it  is  of  the  Effence  of  a  Miracle 
that  is  to  be  an  Evidence  to  us,  that  the  Laws 
of  Nature  be  chang’d  in  fuch  Inftances,  where 
we  have  a  full  Knowledge  of  the  Laws  of  Na¬ 
ture,  it  is  evident  that  Cheats  are  liable  to  be 
difcover’d ;  and  the  moft  illiterate  Perfon  knows 
the  Laws  and  Powers  of  fome  Bodies,  and  Cau- 
fes ;  particularly,  he  knows  that  Spittle  and  Clay 
will  not  open  the  Eyes  of  the  Blind;  nor  the 
(peaking  of  a  Word  raife  the  Dead  to  Life,  con- 
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fequently  has  it  in  his  Power  to  examine  whe¬ 
ther  there  be  a  Miracle  or  not. 

Again,  The  great  Number  of  Converts  to 
Chrijlianity  in  the  Time  of  the  Apoftles,  is  an 
Evidence  of  the  Fads. 

That  there  were  a  vaft  Number  of  thefe  ear¬ 
ly  Converts,  is  by  none  difputed;  and  it  is  in¬ 
credible  that  fo  many  Perfons  fhould  imbark  in 
a  Religion  contrary  to  all  worldly  Intereft,  if 
they  had  not  thoroughly  examin’d  the  Fads  on 
which  this  Religion  was  founded.  True,  vaft 
Numbers  of  Converts  have  been  made  to  falfe 
Religions,  but  with  this  Difference  from  the 
prefent  Cafe;  thefe  Religions  had  the  Support  of 
worldly  Power,  and  the  embracing  of  them 
fuited  worldly  Intereft.  But  there  are  no  Inftan- 
ces,  where  a  vaft  Number  of  Perfons  imbark’d 
in  a  Religion  contrary  to  both  thefe ;  a  Religion 
which  propos’d  no  other  worldly  Preferment  to 
its  Followers,  than  Bonds,  Stripes,  and  Death; 
which  gave  no  Relief  from  Perfecution  in  one 
City ,  but  Flight  into  another ;  and  which  flood 
charg’d  with  this  frightful  Motto,  Fake  up  your 
Crofs  and  follow  me .  It  could  be  only  the  Evi¬ 
dence  of  this  Religion,  which  made  fo  many 
Perfons  engage  in  it  under  fuch  difadvantageous 
Circumftances. 

Again,  No  Inftances  of  Cheat  or  Impofture 
being  found  with  regard  to  the  pretended  Fads, 
ft  is  an  Evidence  on  the  Side  of  the  Fadts. 

We  do  not  fay,  that  the  not  difcovering  of 
£  Cheat,  is  an  Evidence  that  there  is  no  fuch ; 

for 
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for  then  it  would  follow,  that  there  could  be  no 
fuch  Thing  as  a  Cheat  undifcovered ;  but  we 
fay,  and  juftly,  that  when  many  Perfons  are  en¬ 
gaged  to  fearch  out  a  Cheat,  their  not  finding 
any  is  a  probable  Argument  that  there  is  none 
to  find. 

Here  was  the  Jew,  to  the  lad  Degree  tena¬ 
cious  of  his  Law  and  Modes  of  Worfhip,  which 
every  Day  were  lofing  ground  by  the  increafe 
of  Chriftianity  •>  the  new  Converts,  whofe  Dif- 
covery  of  a  Fraud  would  have  reftored  them 
again  to  the  World,  and  whatever  was  dear  in 
it  j  and  the  Pagan,  utter  Enemy  to  the  fctting 
up  of  what  he  call’d  New  Gods;  all  endeavour¬ 
ing  to  detcd  the  Impofture.  One  Argument 
for  the  Fads  then  is,  they  flood  the  Examina¬ 
tion  of  a  vaft  Number  of  Perfons,  whofe  In- 
tcreft  it  was  to  deted  them. 

Lajtly ,  confidering  the  feififh,  and  worldly 
Views  of  all  Impoftors,  and  the  corrupted  State 
of  natural  Religion  at  the  Time  when  the  Go- 
fpel  was  deliver’d,  it  feems  utterly  impoffible 
that  this  Gofpel  fliould  come  from  fuch  Per¬ 
fons. 

This  is  certain,  Impoftors  have  always  worldly 
and  feififh  Views  when  they  indeavour  to  impofe 
on  Mankind.  And  the  particular  Motives  to  the 
Deceits  of  every  Impoftor,  who  has  yet  ap¬ 
pear’d  in  the  World,  may  be  traced  out  a  po¬ 
steriori  from  his  Religion. 

But  from  the  Religion  given  us  by  yefus  and 
his  Apoftles,  no  worldly,  or  feififh  Views  are 

to 


of  the  Chrtfi'tan  Religion*  8 y 

to  be  traced  out  in  its  Founders.  All  is  agreea¬ 
ble  to  the  divine  Attributes ;  and  from  the  End 
of  this  Religion,  its  Do&rine  and  Precepts,  we 
afcend  to  the  divine  Wifdom  and  Goodnefs, 
the  only  Caufes  that  appear  equal  to  fuch  an 
Effedh 

And  when  we  confider  how  illiterate  thefe 
Perfons  were ;  how  low  their  Station  in  the 
World;  and  their  Want  of  Opportunities  to 
deceive;  this  Argument  will  receive  farther 
Weight. 

Again,  a  Confideration  of  the  corrupted  State 
of  natural  Religion  at  the  Time  when  the  Go- 
fpel  was  deliver'd,  gives  us  farther  Reafon  to 
believe  that  this  Gofpel  came  from  God. 

The  Teachers  amongfl  the  Jews  had  very 
much  corrupted  natural  Religion  by  t]heir  Tra¬ 
ditions.  They  laid  a  great  Strefs  on  the  Cere¬ 
monials  of  the  Law,  and  negle&ed  that,  for  which 
alone  the  Ceremonials  were  inflituted.  They 
made  a  Gift  to  God  (land  in  the  room  of  their 
natural  Duty  to  their  Parents ;  and  a  punctual 
Payment  of  Tithe  in  Trifles,  excufe  a  Negleft 
of  the  weightier  Matters  of  the  Law,  Judgment , 
JuJiice ,  and  Mercy . 

Thus  flood  the  Cafe  with  the  Teachers :  How 
then  muft  it  be  with  the  Taught?  Could  the  Il¬ 
literate,  when  their  natural  Notions  were  cor* 
jrupted,  when  led  backward  from  Truth,  under* 
ftand  more  than  thofe  who  fate  in  Mofes's  Chairs 
This  can  hardly  be  thought  poflible.  Confider 
the  Stafe  of  the  Jews,  when  Jefus  appear'd,  and 
read  the  Sermon  on  the  Mount,  and  then  judge 

whether 
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whether  this  was  the  Performance  of  a  Man, 
who  had  all  his  Teaching  from  the  Scribes  and 
Pharifees. 

We  have  then  the  higheft  hiftorical  Evidence, 
which  is  all  the  Evidence  we  polfibly  can  have 
in  the  prefent  Cafe,  of  the  Truth  of  the  pre¬ 
tended  Fads ;  and  we  muft,  if  we  are  confident 
with  ourfelves,  either  receive  this  Evidence,  and 
acknowledge  the  Fads,  or  receive  no  hiftorical 
Evidence,  and  acknowledge  no  Fads  but  what 
ourfelves  are  Witnefles  of. 

I  now  but  put  the  Chriftian  Hiftory,  as  to 
Evidence,  equal  with  other  Hiftories,  which  we 
every  Day  receive  as  true  ones,  and  ad  upon  the 
Suppofition  of  their  being  fuch ;  but  we  may 
fairly  carry  the  Argument  farther,  and  fay,  that 
we  have  no  Hiftory  which  has  fuch  Teftimony, 
which  was  deliver’d,  and  witnefled  by  fo  many 
Perfons,  prefent  at,  and  concern’d  in  the  Fads 
which  they  deliver,  and  bear  Teftimony  to ;  and 
where  the  Hiftorians  and  Witnefles  gave  fuch 
Evidences  of  their  Integrity;  and  which  befides 
is  confirm’d  by  fo  many  collateral  Evidences. 


SECT.  X. 

SO  far  then  the  Chriftian  Religion  is  right 
as  to  the  Matter  which  it  contains,  and 
as  to  the  Manner  in  which  it  is  deliver’d;  it  at 
prefent  ftands  worthy  of  God,  and  is  fupported 
by  the  beft  Hiftorical  Evidence;  but  ftill  we  find 
«  Objections 
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Objections  againfl  it,  which  come  now  to  be 
eorifider'd. 

And  Firjl ,  it  is  obje&ed  that  Jtfus,  the  Au¬ 
thor  of  of  this  Religion  pretends  to  be  prophe- 
cied  of  in  the  Jewifh  Books ;  that  he  fays,  the 
Scriptures  *  teftify  of  him ,  that  Mofes  -j-  ivrotd 
of  him ,  that  had  the  Jews  believed  Mofes ,  they 
would  have  believed  him ,  for  he  wrote  of  him ; 
but,  that  it  does  not  appear  that  the  Scriptures 
tefify  of  him,  that  Mofes  wrote  of  him:  Confer 
qucntlv  he  is  an  Impoftor. 

Now  then,  we  fo  far  agree  with  the  Ob- 
jedor,  as  to  acknowledge  that  Jefus  pretends; 
to  be  prophecied  of  in  the  Jewifh  Books;  and 
that  if  it  appears,  that  thefe  Books  do  not  fore¬ 
tel  him  he  is  not  to  be  received  as  a  Teacher 
from  God.  We  proceed  then  to  examine  this 
Point,  whether  he  is  really  foretold  in  the  Jew- 
ifh  Books  or  not ;  and  in  order  to  it  muft  a 
little  confider  the  Nature,  End,  and  Evidence  of 
Prophecy. 

When  the  divine  Being,  by  the  Mouth  of  d 
Perfon  is  pleafed  to  foretel  future  Events,  the 
foretold  Events  are  call'd  Prophecies,  and  the 
Perfon  who  foretels  them  a  Prophet. 

If  the  divine  Being  is  pleafed  to  inftrud  a 
Perfon  to  foretel  future  Events,  that  is,  to  pro¬ 
phecy,  it  is  for  fomc  good  End,  either  for  the 
Sake  of  the  Generation  when  the  Prophecies  are 
deliver'd,  or  that  when  they  (hall  be  fulfill’d. 


If 
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If  Prophecies  are  defign d  for  the  Sake  of  the 
Generation  when  they  are  deliver'd,  then  mart: 
the  Evidence  of  them  attend  their  Delivery,  and 
God  give  his  People  Arturance,  that  what  is 
then  fpoken  (hall  furelycome  to  pafs.  As  thus, 
if  God  defigns  to  comfort  a  Nation  in  Diftrefe, 
or  Sorrow,  by  foretelling  future  Eafe  and  Deli¬ 
verance  to  them,  or  their  Pofterity;  then  does 
he  give  that  People  Arturance  that  the  Things 
promifed  or  foretold  (hall  certainly  come  to 
pafs. 

If  Prophecies  are  defign’d  for  the  Sake  of  the 
Generation  when  they  (hall  be  fulfill’d,  then 
mufl:  the  Evidence  of  them  attend  their  Com¬ 
pletion,  and  the  Event  agreeing  with  antece¬ 
dent  Defer iptions  of  it,  mufl:  give  Evidence  to 
thofe  Dcfcriptions  that  they  came  from  God, 
and  that  it  was  by  him  that  the  Event  was 
foretold. 

Now,  though  all  future  Events  can  only  be 
known,  or  foretold  by  God,  yet  it  will  not  fol¬ 
low  that  all  Events  which  agree  with  antece¬ 
dent  Defcriptions  of  them,  give  thofe  Defcrip- 
tions  the  Evidence  of  Prophecy.  Many  Perfons 
from  a  Knowledge  of  Caufes,  may  foretel  fu¬ 
ture  Events ;  not  certainly,  becaufe  there  are  fu¬ 
ture  Contingences  which  no  Man  can  forefee, 
but  probably,  and  what  they  foretel  frequently 
comes  to  pafs ;  and  alfo  antecedent  Defcriptions 
of  Events,  when  it  is  in  humane  Power  to  ful¬ 
fil  them,  may  come  to  pafs  from  a  Belief  that 
they  are  Prophecies ;  the  A&ions  of  Men  being 
greatly  afte&ed  by  their  Imaginations,  and  a  Be- 
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lief  that  a  Thing  will  arrive,  being  often  a 
Means  to  make  it  do  fo;  or,  they  may  come  to 
pafs  from  a  Defire  to  have  them  received  as 
Prophecies;  and  Perfons  may  fulfil  them,  be- 
caufe  they  would  be  accounted  to  be  foretold 
by  God. 

But  though  thefe  are  Cafes  in  which  an  E- 
vent  agreeing  with  an  antecedent  Defcription 
of  it  will  not  give  Evidence  to  that  Defcription 
that  it  came  from  God,  yet  in  many  others  it 
will,  and  particularly,  it  will  in  the  following 
ones. 

Firjl,  If  the  Event  foretold  depends  not  on 
natural  Caufes,  but  comes  to  pafs  contrary  to 
the  Courfe  of  Nature,  we  are  fure  that  the  fore¬ 
telling  of  it  was  Prophecy:  For  as  no  Being  can 
change  the  Laws  of  Nature  but  the  Lord  of  ir, 
fo  can  no  Being  foretel  thcfc  Changes  but  him. 
In  this  Cafe  there  is  the  higheft  Evidence  of 
Prophecy. 

Secondly ,  If  the  Event  foretold  depends  on 
natural  Caufes,  yet  if  foretold  long  before  it  ar¬ 
rives,  and  it  is  not  in  humane  Power  upon  a 
Knowledge  of  the  antecedent  Declaration  to 
bring  it  to  pafs;  then  that  antecedent  Declara¬ 
tion  is  to  be  look’d  on  as  a  Prophecy,  fince  no 
Being  but  him  who  was  the  Framer  of  Nature, 
and  who  gave  to  all  Beings,  and  Things  Ex- 
iftence,  can  forefee  a  Train  of  Events  to  come, 
and  what  (hall  be  brought  to  pafs  according  to 
the  Courfe  of  Nature. 

Thirdly,  If  foretold  Events  depend  on  natu¬ 
ral  Caufes,  and  it  is  in  humane  Power  to  fulfil 
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them,  yet  if  the  Time  for  thofc  Events  is  limi¬ 
ted,  and  the  Petfons  who  fulfil  them  are  igno¬ 
rant  of  them,  then  the  foretelling  fuch  Events 
is  to  be  received  as  Prophecy :  Future  Times, 
and  Seafons,  and  the  Order  of  Events  to  come, 
being  only  known  to  him  who  appointed  Suer 
edlions  of  Events,  and  allotted  to  every  Thing 
that  exifts,  its  Duration,  and  particular  Place  in 
the  Succcflion  of  Beings  or  Things. 

Fourthly ,  If  feveral  Events  are  foretold  which 
concur,  and  fuit  with  each  other,  in  order  to 
fome  vifible  End  or  Defign,  the  foretelling  fuch 
Events  mu  ft  be  acknowledg’d  to  be  Prophecy-, 
fince  that  Being  alone  who  framed,  and  fitted 
Beings,  and  Things  to  each  other,  in  order  to 
the  Prefervation  or  Happinefs  of  the  whole  Sy- 
ftem  of  created  Beings,  can  foretel  concurring 
Events. 

And  now  having  a  little  confider’d  the  Na¬ 
ture,  End,  and  Evidence  of  Prophecy;  and  given 
fome  In  (lances,  wherein  Events  give  Evidence  to 
antecedent  Defcriptions  of  them  that  they  came 
from  God,  we  proceed  to  fee  whether  Jefus 
makes  out  his  Claim,  and  fulfils  Prophecies. 

And  Firjl ,  we  are  to  obferve  that  as  Propher 
cy  may  be  given  for  the  Sake  of  the  Gcnera- 
ron  when  it  is  deliver’d,  as  well  as  for  that 
when  it  (hall  be  fulfill’d,  it  follows  that  \{  Jefus' 
only  an( wets  Defcriptions  in  the  Jewifh  Books, > 
though  fuch  as  confider’d  fingly  would  receive! 
no  Evidence  from  their  Completion,  he  makes 
out  his  Claim  to  Gentile  as  well  as  Jew,  and , ; 
ought  to  be  receiv’d  by  both,  as  that  Perfon  he 
pretended  to  be.  The 
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The  Cafe  is,  he  had  the  Evidence  of  Mira¬ 
cle  and  wanted  no  other ;  but  he  mud  anfwer 
antecedent  Defcriptions  in  the  JewiJh  Books, 
becaufe  he  fays  he  does ;  if  then  he  anfwers  fuch 
Defcriptions,  his  Evidence  from  his  Miracles  is 
in  full  Force,  and  on  their  Account  alone  he 
ought  to  be  received  as  a  Teacher  from  God  by 
all  Men. 

Secondly ,  If  he  anfwers  Defcriptions  in  the 
JewiJh  Books,  though  fuch  as  confider’d  fingly 
would  receive  no  Evidence  of  coming  from  God 
from  their  Completion,  yet  then  has  he  to  the 
Jews,  who  acknowledge  thefe  Defcriptions  di¬ 
vine,  the  Evidence  of  Prophecy. 

For,  as  thefe  Defcriptions  muft  belong  to  that 
Per fon  whom  they  fuit,  if  the  Jews  acknow¬ 
ledge  they  are  Prophecies,  then  they  alfo  muft 
acknowledge  the  Perfon  who  fulfils  them  fore¬ 
told  by  God. 

Thirdly ,  If  he  anfwers  antecedent  Defec¬ 
tions,  which  receive  Evidence  that  they  came 
from  God,  from  their  Completion,  then  has  he 
the  Evidence  of  Prophecy  to  all  Men;  and  if 
that  which  is  foretold  concerning  him  be  above 
the  Power  of  Nature,  then  has  he  the  higheft 
Evidence  of  Prophecy. 

And  now  having. given  fome  Inftances  in 
which  Jefus  muft  be  allow’d  to  make  out  his 
Claim,  we  proceed  to  examine  whether  he  does 
really  make  it  out;  that  is,  wTe  proceed  to  an 
Examination  of  th z  JewiJh  Books,  and  as  he  par¬ 
ticularly  claims  to  be  foretold  by  Mofes ,  Mojes 
we  will  in  the  firjl  Place  examine. 

And 
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And  here  we  find  that  Mofes  declares  that 
a  Prophet  fhall  arife  with  thefe  Chara&ers, 

A  Man  raifed  up  amidfl  his  Brethren a. 

And  like  unto  b  Mofes. 

That  he  fhould  have  this  Office,  to  be  in  the 
Place  of  God,  and  fpeak  the  Words  of  his 
Mouth :  1  will  c  put  my  Words  into  his  Mouth , 
and  he  jh all  [peak  unto  them  all  that  I  foall 

command  him. 

And  alfo  that  a  Puniffiment  fhould  attend  the 
not  hearkening  to  him,  And  it  Jhall  d  come  to 
fafs ,  that  whofoever  will  not  hearken  unto  my 
Words  which  he  Jha 
require  it  of  him. 

And  that  the  Evidence  which  fhould  be  given 
him  whereby  the  People  fhould  know  that  what 
he  fpake  was  really  the  Words  of  God,  fhould 
be  this,  fpcaking  in  the  Name  of  the  Lord,  and 
having  the  Thing  which  he  fpeaks  follow  and 
come  to  pafs.  When  a  Prophet  e  fpeaketh  in 
the  Name  of  the  Lord ,  if  the  ‘Thing  follow  nofy 
nor  come  to  pafs ,  that  is  the  Word  which  the 
Lord  hath  not  Jpoken. 

We  are  then  to  obferve  concerning  this  Pro¬ 
phet. 

i.  That  he  was  to  deliver  fomething  of 
great  Importance,  what  he  was  to  deliver  be¬ 
ing  called  the  Words  of  God's  Mouth ,  and  a  Pe¬ 
nalty  being  annex’d  to  the  not  hearkening 
to  it. 

a  Dent,  xviii.  i  5.  b —xviii.  15.  c — xviii  18. 
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2.  That  a  particular  Evidence  was  to  be  given 
to  him. 

3.  That  the  particular  Evidence  to  be  given 
him  was  to  be  given  for  a  particular  End  and 
Intent,  namely,  as  a  Mark  by  which  the  Peo¬ 
ple  (hould  know  that  what  had  been  delivered 
to  them  by  this  Prophet  was  really  the  Words 
of  God.  And  if  thou  fay  *  in  thy  Heart ,  How 
Jhall  we  know  the  Word  which  the  Lord  hath 
not  fpoken  ?  When  a  Prophet  fpeaketh  in  the 
Name  of  the  Lord ,  &c. 

4.  That  feme  thing  new,  fomething  which 
had  not  been  delivered  before,  was  to  be  de¬ 
livered  by  this  Prophet,  there  being  no  need  of 
any  particular  Evidence,  or  any  Evidence  at  all 
to  be  given  to  what  had  been  before  delivered 
by  Mofes ;  this  having  already  had  the  Evidence 
of  Miracle.  Neither  would  the  People  afk,  or 
Godpromife  to  give  any  more  Evidence  to  this. 

It  follows  then,  that  the  Prophet  defcnbed 
by  Mofes  could  not  poffibly  be,  as  feme  imagine, 
only  certain  Perfons  who  were  to  tell  what  was 
become  of  loft  Goods,  &c.  becaufe, 

1.  There  manifeftly  was  no  Need  of  any  E- 
vidence  to  be  given,  whereby  the  People  (hould 
know,  that  certain  Perfons  wrere  able  to  tell  them 
what  was  become  of  their  loft  Goods,  but  their 
really  telling  what  was  become  of  them,  the 
Thing  proving  itfelf.  And  to  fuppofe  that  any 
other  Evidence  was  promifed  to  fuch  Perfons,  is 
to  fuppofe  that  an  Evidence  was  promifed  which 
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could  not  poflibly  be  of  any  Service  to  thofe  td 
whom  it  was  promifed  :  For  if  upon  their  applying 
to  a  certain  Pcrfon  to  reftore  them  their  loft  Goods, 
this  Perfon  did  reftore  them,  there  wanted  no 
Evidence  of  his  Ability  to  do  it ;  and  if  he  did 
not  reftore  them,  no  Evidence  would  perfuade 
them  that  he  did,  or  that  he  was  a  proper  Per¬ 
fon  to  be  apply'd  to  on  fuch  Occafions.  And 
to  fuppofe  that  the  only  Evidence  promifed 
whereby  the  People  fliould  know,  that  certain 
Perfons  were  able  to  reftore  them  their  loft 
Goods,  was  really  reftoring  of  them,  appears 
from  God’s  Anfwer  to  it  an  impoflible  Suppo- 
fition :  For  in  that  Cafe,  the  Enquiry  put  by 
God  into  the  Mouth  of  the  People  would  be 
this,  How  Jhall  I  know  who  Jhall  be  able  to  tell 
me  what  is  become  of  my  lofl  Goods?  God’s  An¬ 
fwer,  He  that  does  tell  you  what  is  become  of 
them  is  able  to  do  it. 

Secoijdly ,  It  was  to  be  required  of  them  if 
they  did  not  hearken  to  this  Prophet,  which 
could  not  poflibly  have  been  the  Cafe,  if  his 
Bufinefs  had  only  been  to  tell  what  was  become 
of  loft  Goods;  it  being  manifcftly  no  Crime  not 
to  feek  to,  and  hearken  to  this  Sort  of  Perfons, 
who  at  beft  were  only  tolerated  by  the  true 
God  to  keep  his  People  from  feeking  to  fake 
ones. 

And  i Thirdly ,  The  timing  of  this  Promife,  as 
well  as  the  Penalty  annnexed  to  the  not  re¬ 
ceiving  the  Words  of  this  Prophet,  as  theV/ords 
of  God's  Mouth ,  {hews,  that  what  he  was  to  de¬ 
liver  was  of  much  more  Importance  to  Man- 
2  kind, 
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tdnd,  than  only  telling  them  what  was  become 
of  their  loft  Goods. 

Thus,  When  the  People  were  frighted  at  the 
Manner  in  which  God  had  delivered  the  Law, 
and  faid,  a  Let  me  not  hear  again  the  Voice  of 
the  Lord  my  God ,  neither  let  me  fee  this  great 
Fire  any  more ,  that  1  die  not :  God  anfwered, 
Fhey  have  b  well  fpoken  that  which  they  have 
fpoken.  (Their  Requeft  is  what  I  approve  of.) 
I  will  raife  them  up  a  Prophet  from  among  their 
Brethren ,  like  unto  thee ,  and  will  put  my  IV ords 
in  his  Mouth ,  and  he  fhall  fpeak  unto  them  all 
that  I  fhall  command  him .  (When  I  again  de¬ 
liver  new  Commands  unto  the  People,  I  will 
fpeak  unto  them  in  the  Perfon  of  a  Man  like 
unto  Thee. )  And  it  Jhall  come  to  pafs  that  who - 
foever  will  not  hearken  to  my  Words ,  which  he 
{hall  fpeak  in  my  Name ,  I  will  require  it  of  him . 
(Whoever  does  not  hearken  to  the  Words  of 
this  Prophet  as  to  the  Words  of  God,  I  will 
punifli  his  Disbelief)  But  the  Prophet  who 
fhall  prefume  to  fpeak  a  Word  in  my  Name , 
which  I  have  not  commanded  him  to  fpeak ,  or  that 
fhall  fpeak  in  the  Name  of  other  Gods ,  even  that 
Prophet  fhall  die.  ( An  Impoftor,  one  who  fhall 
prefume  to  give  Laws  in  my  Name  without  my 
Commiffion ;  or  one  who  fhall  draw  my  Peo¬ 
ple  into  Idolatry,  fhall  be  put  to  Death. )  And 
if  thou  fay  in  thy  Heart ,  How  Jhall  we  know  the 
Word  which  the  'Lord  hath  not  Jpoken  ?  (It  God 

b  Deut.  xviii.  17,  &c. 
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will  require  it  of  me  if  I  don’t  hearken  to  elite 
Prophet,  or  if  I  hearken  to  a  Deceiver,  you 
muff  tell  me  how  I  may  infallibly  know  the 
one  from  the  other.)  Why,  thus  (hall  ye  knov^ 
an  Impoftor,  When  a  Prophet  fpeaketh  in  the 
Name  of  the  Lord ,  if  the  f  king  follow  not ,  nor 
come  to  pdf  ( if  God  does  not  bear  him  wit- 
ii eft  by  fome  extraordinary  Sign)  that  is  the 
* Thing  which  the  Lord  hath  not  fpoken. 

Now  then  that  the  Thing  which  was  to 
follow  or  come  to  pafs  was  fome  extraordinary 
Sign,  fomething  Miraculous,  is  certain;  other- 
wife  the  Prophet,  which  was  to  be  hearken’d 
to ;  could  not  have  been  difringuiflied  from  an 
Impoftor;  and  if  the  Thing  which  was  to  come 
to  pafs  could  be  effected  by  human  Power,  an 
Impoftor  might  pafs  for  the  Prophet. 

It  is  evident  then  that  the  Prophet,  who 
fhould  be  hearken’d  to  in  all  that  he  fhould 
deliver,  was  to  have  the  Evidence  of  Miracles, 
the  Evidence  which  Mofes  had,  whom  it  was 
promifed  he  fhould  refemble. 

Now  then  we  are  to  fee,  whether  Mofes\ 
Charaders  of  a  Prophet,  and  the  promifed 
Evidence  meet  in  JeJ'us ,  and  whether  we  have 
Rcafon  to  think  him  that  Prophet  whom 
Mofes  deferibes. 

He  is  raifed  up  from  amidft  his  Brethren . 

He  refembles  Mofes  in  the  working  of  Mi-  j 
racles. 

He  delivered  a  Do&rine  worthy  of  God  and  ; 
iiiitable  to  his  Nature. 

And 
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And  he  fpake  in  the  Name  of  the  Lord ,  and 
the  Thing  which  he  fpake,  followed  and  came  to 
pafs ;  He  work’d  Miracles.  What  hinders  then 
that  Jefus  is  not  acknowledged  as  the  Prophet 
foretold  by  Mofes ? 

See  his  own  Claim  and  Argument.  The 
Works  that  I  do,  a  bear  witnefs  of  me  that  the 
Father  hath  Jent  me.  The  Father  that  fent 
me,  beareth  witnefs  of  me.  The  W orks  that  / 
do  in  c  my  Father’s  Name,  they  bear  witnefs  of 
me.  If  I  do  not  the  Works  of  my  Father,  A  be¬ 
lieve- me  not.  But  if  Ido,  though  ye  believe  not 
me,  believe  the  Works,  that  ye  may  know  and  be¬ 
lieve  that  the  Father  is  in  me,  and  I  in  him. 
Believe  me  for  the  very  e  Wi irks  Sake.  If  1  had 
l  not  done  among  them  the  Works  which  none 
other  Man  did,  they  had  not  had  Sin.  (It  my 
Miracles,  my  Evidence  from  God,  had  not  been 
more  clear ,  more  convincing  than  any  other 
Man’s,  who  has  ever  yet  appeared  in  the 
World,  their  Infidelity  had  not  been  fo  unpar¬ 
donable.)  Again,  8  Flo  not  think,  that  I  will 
accuj’e  you ;  there  is  one  that  accufeth  you,  even 
Moles  in.  whom  ye  trufl  \  for  had  ye  believed 
Moles,  ye  would  have  believed  me.  Sec. 

Here  then,  in  Jefus,  is  the  very  Prophet 
Mofes  deferibes,  and  in  his  Miracles  the  very 
Evidence  Mofes  promiled  ;  both  Character  arid 
Attestation  anlwer  in  every  Point  and  Cir- 

a  John  v.  36.  b  John  ™i.  18.  c  John  x.  7.~. 
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cumftance ;  and  he  has  a  Right  to  be  acknow¬ 
ledged  as  that  Prophet  which  Mojes  fore¬ 
told. 

We  fee,  not  only  JeJus  applies  this  Pro¬ 
phecy  to  himfelf,  but  aifo  a  Peter  and  b  Stephen 
apply  it  to  him,  and  argue  with  the  Jews  that 
it  is  fulfill'd.  \ 

If  it  fhould  be  (aid,  falfe  Prophets  may  do 
Signs  and  Wonders,  or  work  Miracles,  other- 
wiie  the  Jews  could  not  have  been  cauti¬ 
on’d  not  to  be  deceived  by  fuch  Means,  and  ' 
confequcntly,  that  whatever  can  be  a  poflible  [ 
Char  after  of  a  falfe  Prophet,  cannot  be  the  j 
Evidence  of  a  True  one: 

I  anfwer,  falfe  Prophets  can  never  work  j 
Miracles;  and  as  no  Being  can  change  the  1 
Laws  of  Nature  without  the  Confent  of  the  j 
Lord  of  it ;  fo  cannot  he  confent  to  the  chang-  J 
in£  of  his  Laws  to  give  Evidence  to  Falfhood, ; 
for  that  would  be  to  aft  in  Oppofition  to  him-  ' 
felf.  ® 

c  But  Impoftors  may  to  fome  Pcrfons  appear' 
to  work  Miracles ;  they  may  by  a  Knowledge  i 
of  certain  Powers  of  Nature,  of  which  the 
Vulgar  arc  Ignorant,  feem  to  them  to  do  ’ 
Things  above  the  Power  of  Nature;  and  on! 
that  Account  there  is  need  of  Caution  againfl:' 

them.  *  j 

If  it  is  yet  urged  that  thefe  Words  of  Mofesi  \ 
are  not  applicable  to  JeJus  only,  but  to  all,; 

i  v 

a  Arts  iii.  22.  b  Adb  vii.  37.  c  See  Trait'e  desU 
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other  Prophets  who  work  Miracles ;  I  anfwer, 
they  are  in  all  Parts  only  applicable  to  Jefus 9 
as  appears  not  only  from  the  JewiJh  Hiftory, 
i  but  alfo  from  the  Confeflion  of  one  of  their  own 
Prophets  in  the  Time  of  2 Ezra,  fince  which 
there  is  no  Pretence  that  any  Perfon  has  ap¬ 
pear’d  like  unto  Mofes. 

But  granting  the  Thing,  granting  that  thefe 
Words  were  in  all  Parts  applicable  to  other 
Perfons  befides  Jefus ,  yet  it  would  not  leflen 
the  Evidence  which  they  give  him.  Suppofe 
[  God  Almighty  fliould  diftinguifli  a  Succeflion 
i  of  Perfons  from  the  reft  of  Mankind  by  par¬ 
ticular  Char  afters,  and  foretel  them  by  thefe 
Characters,  it  would  not  leflen  the  Evidence  of 
any  particular  Perfon  amongft  them,  that  others 
were  foretold  alfo.  When  a  Perfon  appears, 
and  anfwers  Defcriptions  which  only  could  be 
i  foretold  by  God,  we  are  to  receive  him  as  wit- 
nefted  by  Prophecy;  and  if  another  appears 
and  anfwers  the  (ame  Defcriptions,  we  are  to 
receive  him  alfo  as  foretold  by  God,  and  our 
receiving  him  will  not  leflen  the  Evidence  of 
the  firft ;  it  will  not,  unlefs  God  cannot  endue 
two  Perfons  with  equal  Powers. 

Putting  then  a  Cafe  which  our  Oppofers 
would  defire,  and  which  certainly  is  not  the  true 
one;  that  is,  that  thefe  Words  of  Mofes  are  ap¬ 
plicable  to  other  Perfons  who  worked  Miracles 
yet  it  will  not  leflen  the  Evidence  which  they 
give  Jefus-,  and  whilft  he  works  Miracles,  and 

3  Deut  xxxiv.  i  o. 
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teaches  a  Do&rine  worthy  of  God,  he  has  a 


Right  to  be  received  as  foretold  by  Mofes . 

If  it  is  faid  that  thofe  Words  of  Mofes  are 
no  Prophecy  at  all,  but  are  only  a  Criterion 
whereby  to  try  a  Prophet  from  an  Impoftor, 

I  anfwer,  they  cannot  be  only  fuch  a  Criterion, 
for  they  dire&ly  foretel  the  Appearance  of  a 
Perfon.  a  And  the  Lord  J'aid  unto  me ,  They  have 
well  fpoken  that  which  they  have  Jpoken.  I  will 
raife  them  up  a  Prophet  like  unto  thee ,  a?id  I 
will  put  my  Words  into  his  Mouth ,  and  he 
f:all  /peak  unto  them  all  that  I  command  himy 
&c. 

We  find  then  upon  an  Examination  of  Jew- 
ijh  Books  that  JeJus  fulfils  Prophecy,  and  alfo 
that  he  has  the  highefi:  Evidence  of  it ;  he 
anfwers  antecedent  Defcriptions,  which  could 
only  be  given  by  the  Lord  of  Nature. 

And  we  might  go  on  to  fhew  that  Jeftts  j 
not  only  fulfils  this  Prophecy  of  Mofes ,  but  alfo.  ! 
many  others  in  the  Jewifh  Books  ;  and  that  ’ 
there  arc  many  Defcriptions  in  thefe  Books,  of 
a  Perfon  who  was  to  appear  and  be  a  Blefling 
to  Mankind,  with  (everal  Circumftances  which 
were  to  attend  his  Appearance,  and  alfo  the 
Time  of  it,  which  were  fulfilled  in  Jefusy 
and  at  his  Appearance :  But  of  thefe  I  iliall 
fpcak  afterwards;  it  being  evident  that  from 
this  Prophecy  alone  JeJus  has  made  out  his  * 
Claim,  and  has  a  Right  to  be  received  as  fore- 1 
told  by  God. 


Deut.  xviii.  17,  18. 


Proceed 


of  the  Ch  rift  tan  Religion .  103 

Proceed  we  then  to  anfwer  another  ObjeCti- 
on ;  and  it  is  urged, 

2.  That  Jefus  not  only  pretends  to  he  the 
Prophet  foretold  by  Mofes ,  but  alfo  the  Mejjiah 
of  the  Jews,  a  Perfon  expeCted  under  another 
Character  befides  that  of  a  Prophet;  but  he  is 
not  this  Perfon;  confequently,  an  Impoftor. 

I  anfwer,  If  Jefus  has  a  Right  to  be  receiv’d 
as  the  Prophet  foretold  by  Mofes,  then  has  he 
a  Right  to  be  receiv’d  as  the  Mejjiah  of  the 
Jews ;  fince  that  Prophet  has  a  Right  to 
be  hearkned  to  in  whatever  he  fhould  deli¬ 
ver,  and  Jefus  declares  a  himfelf  to  be  this 
Perfon. 

But,  fay  the  Jews,  or  others  for  them,  the 
Mejjiah  was  to  appear  under  a  different  Cha¬ 
racter  than  that  in  which  Jefus  appear’d;  con¬ 
fequently,  Jefus  is  not  this  Perfon. 

Let  then  the  ObjeCtor  make  out  this  Point  • 
let  him  give  clear,  and  exprefi  Characters  of 
a  Mejjiah  in  the  Jewijh  Books,  and  then  {hew 
that  thefe  do  not  belong  to  Jefus :  Let  him,  I 
fay,  give  clear  and  exprefs  Characters  of  a  Mef- 
fiah-,  otherwife  wc  cannot  regard  the  Objection, 
and  we  cannot  fet  doubtful  Interpretations  and 
uncertain  Meanings  againft  a  Teftimony  fup- 
1  ported  by  both  Miracle,  and  Prophecy. 

But,  upon  an  Examination  of  the  JewifJj 
Scriptures,  we  find  that  the  Jews  can  do  no 
fuch  Thing;  on  the  contrary,  feveral  acknow¬ 
ledged  Characters  of  the  Mejjiah  are  found  in 
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Jefus .  Particularly ,~  he  is  of  the  Tribe,  Fa= 
mily,  and  Town  of  which  the  Jews  confefs 
that  the  MeJJiah  was  to  be  born;  and  he  ap¬ 
peared  at  a  Time  when  they  themfelves  ex- 
pefted  him;  and  during  a  Period  in  which, 
unlefs  their  own  Books  are  Impofture,  he  muft 
have  appeared,  as  will  be  feen  afterwards. 

But,  fay  the  Jews,  according  to  thefe  Scrip¬ 
tures  the  MeJJiah  was  to  be  a  temporal  Prince, 
and  to  reign  vifibly  over  the  Jews .  Let  then 
the  Jews  produce  their  Evidence  for  fuch  an 
A  demon ;  let  them  produce  plain  and  exprefs 
Teftimony  out  of  their  own  Books  that  the 
MeJJiah  was  to  be  a  temporal  Prince,  and  at 
his  fird:  Appearance  on  Earth  to  reign  vifibly 
over  the  Jews  :  But  the  Jew  cannot  do  this, 
nor  is  there  any  fuch  Teftimony  concerning  the 
MeJJiah  in  his  Books :  On  the  contrary,  if  we 
fearch  the  JewiJh  Books  we  fliall  find  that 
thole  very  Texts,  on  which  the  Jews  ground 
their  Expedation  of  a  temporal  MeJJiah ,  relate 
only  to  a  Spiritual  one,  fuch  a  one  as  Jefus 
pretended  to  be.  And  if  the  Jews  fay,  that 
the  following  Texts,  and  others  of  the  fame  Na¬ 
ture,  are  not  the  Grounds  on  which  they  exped 
a  temporal  MeJJiah ,  they  muft  produce  thofe 
that  are,  and  ftiew  that  what  they  produce  re¬ 
ally  do  relate  to  the  MeJJiah ,  and  cannot  pof- 
fibly  belong  to  any  other  Perfon. 

In  that  a  Day  Jhall  the  Branch  of  the  Lcrd 
be  beautiful  and  glorious.  b  Unto  us  a  Child  is 

a  ifaiah  iv.  2.  b  Ifaiah  ix.  6,  7. 
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born ,  unto  us  a  Son  is  given,  and  the  Govern¬ 
ment  jhallbe  upon  his  Shoulder  ;  and  his  Name 
pall  be  called  Wohderful ,  Counfcllor,  the  mighty 
God,  the  everlajling  Father,  the  Prince  of  Peace. 
Of  the  IncreaJ'e  of  his  Government  and  Peace 
there  Jhallbe  no  end upon  the  Throne  of  David, 
{and  upon  his  Kingdom  to  order  it,  and  to  ej la- 
'blijh  it  with  Judgment  and  with  Juftice  from 
}  henceforth  even  for  ever ;  the  Zeal  of  the  Lord 
I  of  Hofts  will  perform  this.  But  a  thou,  Beth¬ 
lehem  Ephrata,  though  thou  be  little  among  the 
ihoufands  of  Judah ,  yet  out  of  thee  pall  he 
come  forth  unto  me,  that  is  to  be  Ruler  in  If- 
f  rael ;  whofe  Goings  forth  have  been  from  of  old, 
from  everlafting.  b  There  Jhall  come  forth  a  Rod 
out  of  the  Stem  of  Jefle,  and  a  Branch  fait 
i  grow  out  of  his  Roots,  And  the  Spirit  of  the 
i  Lord  pall  reft  upon  him ,  the  Spirit  of  Wijj 
dom  and  Underftanding ,  the  Spirit  of  Counfet 
•  and  Might,  the  Spirit  of  Knowledge  and  of  the 
‘  Fear  of  the  Lord ;  and  pall  make  him  of  quick 
\  TJnderJlanding  in  the  Fear  of  the  Lord,  and  he 
pall  not  judge  after  the  Sight  of  his  Eyes,  nei- 
i  ther  reprove  after  the  Hearing  of  his  Ears ;  but 
[  with  Righteoufnefs  pall  he  judge  the  Poor,  and 
j  reprove  with  Equity,  for  the  Meek  of  the  Earth  i 
!  And  he  pall  Jmite  the  Earth  with  the  Rod  of 
his  Mouth,  and  with  the  Breath  of  his  Lips  pall 
he  Jlay  the  Wicked.  And  Righteoufnejs  pall  be 
i  the  Girdle  of  his  Loins,  and  Faithjulnefs  the 
Girdle  of  his  Reins.  And  in  c  Mercy  pall  the 

Mic.  v.  2,  b  Ifaiah  xi.  I,  z,  3,  4,  5.  c  liiiali  xvi.  5. 
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c Throne  be  efablifed,  and  he  fall  fit  upon  it 
in  'Truth ,  in  the  Tabernacle  of  David,  judging 
and  fe eking  Judgment ,  and  hafiing  Right eouf- 
nefs.  Behold  a  a  King  fall  reign  in  Righteouf 
nefs ,  &c.  Behold ,  the  Days  come ,  Lord, 

that  I  will  raife  unto  David  a  righteous  Branch , 

#  King  fall  reign  and  profper ,  yto// 

execute  Judgment  and  Juftice  in  the  Earth . 
to  Days  Judah  ^fall  be  faved ,  Ifrael  fall  , 

JuW/  fafely :  and  this  is  his  Name  whereby  he 
fall  be  called.  The  Lord  our  Righteoufnefs.  Be - 
hold  my  c  Servant  whom  I  uphold ,  my  E/ebl  in 
whom  my  Soul  delighteth :  I  have  put  my  Spirit 
upon  him ,  he  fall  bring  forth  Judgment  unto  \ 
the  Gentiles .  He  fall  not  cry,  nor  lift  up,  nor  , 
caufe  his  Voice  to  be  heard  in  the  Streets .  A 
brnijed  Reed  fall  he  not  break :  and  the  J'mok - 
ing  Flax  fall  he  not  quench :  he  fall  bring 
forth  Judgment  unto  Truth .  He  fall  not  fail, 
nor  be  difcouraged ,  till  he  has  Jet  Judg?nent  in 
the  Earth:  and  the  Ifes  fall  wait  for  his  Law . 
Thus  faith  God  the  Lord,  he  that  created  the 
Heavens,  and  fir  etched  them  out,  he  that  Jpread 
forth  the  Earth,  a?id  that  which  cometh  out  of 
it,  he  that  giveth  Breath  unto  the  People  upon 
it,  and  Spirit  to  them  that  walk  therein :  I  the 
Lord  have  called  thee  in  Right eoufnejs,  and  will 
hold  thine  Ha?id,  and  will  keep  thee,  and  give 
thee  for  a  Covenant  to  the  People ,  for  a  Light 
to  the  Gentiles:  To  open  the  blind  Eyes,  to  bring 

a  Ifai.ih'  xxxii.  i.  b  jer.  xxiii.  5,6.  e  Ifaiah  xlii.  1, 
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I  out  the  Prifoners  from  the  Prifon ,  and  them  that 
ft  in  Darknefs  out  of  the  Prijon-houje.  I  am  the 
if  Lord,  that  is  my  Name ,  and  my  Glory  will  I 
|  not  give  to  another ,  neither  my  Praife  to  graven 
Images.  Behold,  my  3  Servant  Jhall  deal  pru  - 
•  dently,  he  Jhall  be  exalted  and  extolled ,  and  be 
|  very  high.  .  to  many  were  aftonijhed  at  thee , 
f  f his  ViJage  was  Jo  marred  more  than  any  Man , 
to  Sto  of  Men )  Jo 

Jhall  he  fpr inkle  many  Nations ,  the  Kings  Jhall 
Jhiit  their  Mouths  at  him  :  for  that  which  had 
not  been  told  them  Jhall  they  fee ;  and  that 
| which  they  had  not  heard,  Jhall  they  confider. 
I f aw  b  in  the  Night  Vifions,  and  behold,  one  like 
the  Son  of  Man,  came  with  the  Clouds  of  Hea¬ 
ven,  and  came  to  the  Antient  of  Days,  and  they 
brought  him  near  before  him.  And  there  was 
given  him  Dominion  and  Glory,  and  Kingdom, 

,  that  all  People ,  Nations,  and  Languages  Should 
\  ferve  him  :  his  Dominion  is  an  everlafing  Domi¬ 
nion,  which  Jhall  not  pafs  away,  and  his  King¬ 
dom  that  which  Jhall  not  be  defroyed .  c  Rejoyce 
greatly ,  0  Daughter  of  Zion;  Jhout,  O  Daugh- 
i  ter  of  Jerufalem  :  behold  thy  King  cometh  unto. 

[  thee :  he  is  jufl,  and  having  Salvation,  lowly, 
and  riding  upon  an  Ajs,  and  upon  a  Colt  the  Foal 
of  an  AJs.  Sing  &and  rejoyce ,  O  Daughter  of 
Zion  :  for  lo,  I  come ,  and  /  will  dwell  in  the 
1  mid  ft  of  thee,  faith  the  Lord.  And  many  Na- 
\  tions  (hall  be  joined  to  the  Lord  in  that  Day, 


a  Ifaiah  lii.  13,  14,  15. 
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and  pall  be  my  People :  and  I  will  dwell  in 
the  midjl  of  thee ,  and  thcu  jhalt  know  that  the 
Lord  of  Hofts  hath  fent  me  unto  thee .  And 
the  Lord  Jhpll  inherit  Judah  his  Portion  in  the 
Holy  Land ,  and  Jhall  chufe  Jcrufalcm  again . 

*  And  the  Lord  pall  be  King  over  all  the  Earth 
in  that  Day  there  pall  be  one  Lord ,  and  his  Name 
one.  In  that  b  Day  there  pall  be  a  Root  of  Jefle, 
which  pall  Jland  for  an  Enpgn  of  the  People ;  , 
to  it  pall  the  Gentiles  feck,  and  his  Reft  Jhall 
be  glorious .  Aud  he  will c  deflroy  in  this  Moun¬ 
tain,  the  Face  of  the  Covering  caft  over  all  Peo¬ 
ple ,  and  the  Veil  that  is  fpread  over  all  Nati- 
tions.  He  will Jwallow  up  Death  in  Vi £1  or yx  dec. 
Say  to  them  d  that  are  of  a  fearful  Heart ,  Be 
jlrong,  fear  not :  behold  your  God  will  come 
with  Vengeance ,  even  God  with  a  Rccompence , 
he  will  come  and  J'ave  you.  Lhen  the  Eyes  of 
the  Blind  pall  be  opened ,  and  the  Ears  of  the  ; 
Deaf  pall  be  unfloppcd\  then  pall  the  lame  Man 
leap  as  an  Hart ,  and  the  Longue  of  the  Dumb 
fng:  for  in  the  Wilder  nefs  pall  Waters  break  ' 
out ,  and  Streams  out  of  the  Defert.  And  the 
c  Glory  of  the  Lord  pall  be  revealed ,  and  all 
Flep  pall  fee  it  together :  for  the  Mouth  of  the 
Lord  hath  fpoken  it.  And  the  f  Gentiles  pall 
come  to  thy  Light ,  and  Kings  to  the  Brightnefs  ' 
of  thy  Rifing .  I  will s  alfo  give  thee  for  a  Light 
to  the  Gentilesy  that  thoumayfl  be  my  Salvation 

a  Zech.  xiv.  9.  b  Ifaiah  xi.  10.  c  Ifaiah  xxv.  7,  S.  * 
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unto  the  End  of  the  Earth .  The  a  Spirit  of  the 
Lord  God  is  upon  me,  becaufe  the  Lord  has 
anointed  me  to  preach  good  Tidings  unto  the 
Meek,  he  hath  J'ent  me  to  bind  up  the  Broken - 
hearted ,  to  proclaim  Liberty  to  the  Captives , 
and  the  Opening  of  the  Prifon  to  them  that  are 
bound .  Seventy  Weeks  are  determined  upon 
thy  People ,  and  upon  thy  holy  City ,  to  finip  the 
T ranfgrejfion ,  and  to  make  an  end  of  Sins ,  and 
to  make  Reconciliation  for  Iniquity ,  and  to  bring 
in  everlafling  Right  eoufnefs,  and  to  feal  up  the 
Vifon  and  Prophecy ,  and  to  anoint  the  mojl  Holy. 

. e  And  in  the  Days  of  thefe  Kings  Jhall  the  God 
of  Heaven  fet  up  a  Kingdom ,  which  pall  never 
:  be  dejlroyed :  and  the  Kingdom  pall  not  be  left 
to  other  People ,  but  it  pall  break  in  pieces,  and 
confume  all  thefe  Kingdoms ,  and  it  pall  Jland 
for  ever.  c  And  the  Lord  pall  reign  over 
■  them  in  Mount  Zion,  from  henceforth  even  for 
J  ever.  d  And  all  thy  Children  pall  be  taught 
;  cf  the  Lord ,  and  great  pall  be  the  Peace  of 
y thy  Children. 

\  Now  we  fay,  that  either  thefe  Chara&ers 
and  Circumftances  of  a  King  and  Kingdom, 
|  with  others  of  a  like  Nature  arc  the  grounds, 
on  which  the  Jews  found  their  Expectation  of 
a  Temporal  Mefiah ,  or  they  are  not :  If  they 
are,  then  we  can  prove  (and  it  is  evident  to 
every  impartial  Enquirer  who  confiders  thefe 
Texts )  that  they  only  can  relate  to  a  Spiritual 
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King  and  Kingdom,  fuch  a  King  as  JeJus  pre¬ 
tended  to  be,  and  fnch  a  Kingdom  as  he  pre¬ 
tended  his  was ;  and  that  it  is  importable  to  ap¬ 
ply  them  to  a  Temporal  one.  If  thefe  are  not 
the  Texts  on  which  the  found  their  Ex¬ 
pectation  of  a  Temporal  MeJJiah ,  they  mull  pro¬ 
duce  thofe  that  are;  and.before  we  acknowledge 
that  the  MeJJiah  was  to  be  a  Temporal  Prince, 
contrary  to  the  Evidence  of  Miracle  and  Prophecy, 
we  mult  fee  clear  and  exprefs  Teftimony  that  he 
was  to  be  fuch ;  it  mud  be  proved  from  Words 
that  admit  no  other  portible  Meaning  ;  but,  as 
has  been  obferved,  the  Jew  has  no  fuch  clear 
and  exprefs  Teftimony  that  the  MeJJiah  was  to 
be  a  Temporal  Prince,  nor  any  Expreifions  con¬ 
cerning  his  being  fuch  which  admit  no  other 
portible  Meaning :  then  JeJus  is  the  MeJJiah  for 
any  thing  yet  found  in  the  JewiJh  Books  to  the 
contrary. 

We  pafs  on  then  Thirdly ,  To  another  grand 
JewiJh  Objcftion  which  is  this,  The  Jews  were  , 
commanded  to  obferve  their  Law  for  ever:  j 
but  JeJus  and  his  Apoftles  abolifhed  this  Law; 
therefore  Jcfus  and  his  Apoftles  are  Im- 
poftors. 

The  Qucftion  then  is,  whether  God  requi-  . 
red  of  the  Jews  a  perpetual  Obfervation  of 
their  whole  Law,  and  whether  the  Expref- 
iions  concerning  the  Duration  of  this  Law,  can  ’ 
have  but  one  portable  Meaning ;  which  is,  that  ' 
it  was  God’s  Will  that  it  fliould  be  obferved  i 
Jor  ever ,  and  never  give  way  to  anQther  Dif- 
penfation. 


Ill 
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In  order  to  refolve  this  Point,  we  mull  re¬ 
member  that  in  a  Divine  Revelation  no  one 
Part  can  contradid  another ,  and  particular 
Texts  mu  ft  fir  ft  be  reconciled  betwixt  them- 
felves,  before  any  Thing  can  be  advanced  from 
any  of  them. 

Now  Mofes  and  other  Prophets  commanded 
|  the  Jews  to  obferve  for  ever  the  Law  given  to 
them  by  God. 

Mofes  likewife  allures  them,  that  a  Prophet 
fliould  a  rile  like  unto  himfelf  who  (hould  /peak 
to  them  the  Words  of  God ,  and  to  whom  if 
they  did  not  hearken ,  it  would  be  required  of 
!  them. 

And  the  Calling  of  the  Gentiles  is  foretold 
by  many  of  the  Prophets. 

Thofe  Texts  then  which  require  a  perpe- 
i  tual  Obfervation  of  the  JewiJh  Law  ;  and  that 
;  particular  one  which  commands,  that  a  Per- 
•  Jon  who  fpeaks  in  the  Name  of  the  Lord ,  and 
■  the  Thing  which  he  fpeaks ,  follows  and  comes  to 
pafs ,  JJjould  be  hearkened  to ;  and  thofe  which 
!  foretel  the  Calling  of  the  Gentiles,  muft  have 
all  fuch  Meanings  as  are  confident  with  each 
other. 

When  then  a  Perfon  appears  with  the  pro- 
|  mifed  Evidence,  the  Jews  were  to  hearken  to 
him,  and  to  receive  him  as  the  promifed  Pro- 
.  phet.  But  when  this  Perfon,  or  thofe  who 
jj  ad  by  his  Authority  and  Commiffion ,  abolifh 
the  Law  of  Mojes ,  then  were  the  Jews  to  ex- 
1  amine  the  Exprelfions  concerning  the  Duration 
of  their  Law,  and  to  fee  whether  thefe  Expref- 
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(ions  can  poflibly  be  underftood  according  td 
the  Senfe  put  on  them  by  thofe  who  abolifh 
this  Law;  whether  this  Law  may  give  way  to 
another  Difpenfation. 

This  is  the  true  Point  to  be  confidered  here : 
for  if  the  Expreflions  concerning  the  Duration 
of  this  Law  can  be  underftood  in  a  limited 
Senfe,  and  do  not  ftri&ly  mean  a  perpetual 
Duration;  then  we  ought  to  underftand  them 
in  that  Senfe  which  is  put  on  them  by  thofe 
who  have  the  Evidence  of  Miracle  and  Pro¬ 
phecy. 

And  upon  examination  of  thefe  Texts  we 
immediately  find  that  they  are  not  only  capa¬ 
ble  of  being  underftood  in  a  limited  Senfe,  but 
that  really  they  can  have  no  other;  the  Cal¬ 
ling  of  the  Gentiles  being  inconfiftent  with  a 
perpetual  Obfervation  of  the  Law  of  Mofes ,  fome 
part  of  this  Law  confifting  in  a  Separation  of 
the  Jews  from  other  Nations. 

TJpon  the  whole  then,  the  true  State  of 
the  Matter  feems  to  be  this:  The  Law  was 
to  be  obferved  as  long  as  it  was  a  Law,  till 
the  Power  who  made  fhould  abolifh  it;  till 
the  Prophet  fhould  arife  who  fhould  be  as  a 
God  to  the  People  and  give  them  a  new  Dif¬ 
penfation  ;  till  the  happy  time  when  the  Gen¬ 
tiles  fhould  be  called,  and  all  Nations  ferve  the 
Lord. 

The  for  ever  does  not  relate  to  the  Law 
but  to  the  Peoples  Duty;  they  were  to  ob- 
ferve  it  for  ever ,  that  is,  as  long  as  it  was  a 
Law. 


And 
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And  in  this  Senfe  is  the  Expreffion  for  ever 
underftood  when  it  relates  to  Laws  promulg’d 
[  by  a  human  Legiflator.  The  People  are  re- 
I  quired  to  obferve  them  for  ever ,  that  is,  as 
long  as  they  are  Laws;  but  the  Legiflator  does 
not  by  this  Expreffion  preclude  himfelf  from 
j.  annulling  thefe  Laws,  if  he  thinks  fit  fo  to  do, 
|  nor  do  the  People  underftand  the  Expreffion 
|  in  this  Senfe. 

Suppofe  that  God  when  he  gave  thefe  Laws* 
}  defigned  they  fliould  be  abolifhed,  and  give 
1  way  to  another  Difpenfation ;  would  he  not, 

!  think  we,  have  commanded  the  Jews  to  ob¬ 
ferve  them  for  ever?  Doubtlefs  he  would  have 
i  done  this,  it  being  their  indifpenfable  Duty  to 
do  fo ;  to  obferve  them  as  long  as  they  were 
Laws,  and  until  he  pleafed  to  abrogate  them. 
We  cannot  fuppofe  he  would  acquaint  them 
!  with  the  defigned  Change,  which  would  have 
i  been  a  probable  Means  to  have  leflened  their 
Efteem  for  That  which  it  was  their  Duty  to 
obferve. 

Yet  again,  We  may  and  ought  to  conclude 
that  feveral  of  the  Expreffions  concerning  the 
Duration  of  the  Jewifo  Law  related  only  to 
the  Moral  Part  of  it  •  and  as  to  this,  it  is  very 
evident  that  Jefus  according  to  his  own  Words, 
might  properly  be  faid  to  come  not  to  deflroy  the 
Law ,  hut  to  fufill 

And  we  may  yet  farther  obferve  that  the 
Expreffion  for  ever  is  often  ufed  in  a  limited 
Senfe  in  the  Jewifli  Scriptures;  thus  an  ever- 

Q  lading 
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lafting  Priefthood  is  promifed  to  a  Aaron  and 
his  Sons . 

Again,  from  God's  own  Expretfions  con¬ 
cerning  this  Law  we  have  Reafon  to  think  it 
was  only  occafional,  and  given  for  a  Time;  thus 
he  fays,  he  gave  them  b  Statutes  which  were  not 
good ,  Sc  c. 

Again,  from  the  Nature  and  Office  of  the 
Perfon  foretold  by  Mofes ,  and  the  particular 
Evidence  which  was  to  be  given  him,  it  is  evi¬ 
dent  that  he  was  to  be  Author  of  a  new  Dif- 
penfation. 

In  a  word,  The  Jew  muff,  to  make  the  Ex- 
prcffions  in  his  own  Books  concerning  the  Du¬ 
ration  of  the  Jewifh  Law  any  Objection  againft 
Jejiis' s  being  the  Prophet  foretold  by  Mofes , 
or  the  MeJJiah  of  the  Jews ,  (hew  that  thefe 
Expreflions  can  have  but  one  pofllble  Senfe, 
which  is,  that  this  Law  was  to  be  obferved  as 
long  as  the  World  (hould  laft,  and  never  give 
way  to  another  Difpenfation ;  but,  as  has  been 
feen,  the  Jew  cannot  poflibly  do  this,  there¬ 
fore  the  Expreffions  in  the  Jewi/h  Books  con¬ 
cerning  the  Eternity  of  the  Jewtfh  Law,  can  be 
no  Objedion  againft  Jefus’s  being  the  Perfon 
he  pretended  to  be. 

Fourthly ,  It  is  objeded  that  Jefus  and  his 
A  pottles  apply ’d  many  Places  of  Scripture  to 
thcmfclves,  which  did  not  belong  to  them ;  con- 
fequently  are  Impoftors. 

*  Exod.  arl.  15.  Numb.  xxv.  13.] 
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Before  we  examine  into  the  Truth  of  this 
I  Charge,  we  may  remark  that  it  is  very  ftrange, 
that  Perfons  who  were  in  pofleffibn  of  the  very 
bed  Evidence  which  could  be  given  them,  Mi- 
racle  and  Prophecy,  and  who  had  Craft  enough 
to  deceive  thus  far,  fhould  yet  be  fo  weak  as  to 
invalidate  their  own  Evidence  by  Mifapplicati- 
j  Gns.  We  might  rather  exped  they  would  have 
I  let  their  Caufe  reft  upon  a  good  Footing,  when 
[  they  had  once  got  it  there,  and  not  have  taken 
j  the  moft  probable  Step  to  the  Ruin  of  it.  But 
\  be  this  as  it  will,  certain  it  is  that  only  Impoftors 
can  mifapply  i  The  Queftion  then  is,  whether 
the  Texts  apply  d  by  Jefus  and  his  Apoftles, 
are  Mifapplications. 

Now  if  Jefus,  or  his  Apoftles,  affix'd  a 
t  Senfe  to  Words  which  they  could  not  poftibly 
bear ;  if  they  apply’d  Charaders  to  themfelvcs 
;  which  could  not  belong  to  them,  if  they  pre¬ 
tend  to  be  fpoken  of  when  they  are  not  ipoken 
\  of,  then  they  are  guilty  of  Mifapplications,  and 
are  Impoftors. 

.  But  we  muft  obferve,  that  nothing  but  their 
1  affixing  impoffible  Meanings,  can  be  called  Mif- 
applications ;  and  as  they  were  in  pofleflion  of 
Miracle  and  Prophecy,  they  have  a  Rjght  be- 
fore  all  other  Perfons,  to  interpret  Difficulties ; 
and  a  poffible  Senfe  fupported  by  Miracle  and 
Prophecy,  ought  to  be  received  before  that 
which  is  only  the  Produd  of  Human  Judg¬ 
ment. 

We  are  then  to  proceed  to  an  Examination 
of  the  objeded  Places,  and  in  order  to  this, 
O  z  think 
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think  it  proper  to  take  a  View  of  the  JcwiJh 


Difpcnfation. 

The  JewiJh  Difpenfation  confifted  of  many 
Rites ,  Ceremonies ,  and  Sacrifices ,  which  feem  in 
their  own  Nature  to  have  no  Worth  or  Ex¬ 
cellency  in  them,  and  to  have  nothing  to  re¬ 
commend  them  but  the  Commands  of  the  Le- 
giflator. 

Again ,  The  Legiflator  hiinfelf  places  no 
Worth  or  Excellency  in  them,  tells  the  Jews 
that  he  gave  them  a  Statutes  'which  were  not  good ; 
and  aflurcs  them  that  the  mod:  punftual  Obfer- 
vation  of  thefe  Statutes  would  be  to  no  pur- 
pofc,  nor  render  them  acceptable  to  him7  if 
they  were  deficient  in  other  Duties. 

This  is  the  JewiJh  Law  as  we  find  it :  Now 
let  us  fee  the  Gofpcl  Account  of  it. 

And  this  acquaints  us  that  thefe  Rites,  Cere - 
monies ,  Sacrifices ,  and  whole  Law,  were  prepa¬ 
ratory  to,  and  fymbolical  of,  the  Difpcnfation 
by  Jefus-,  that  they  were  given  only  for  a 
"Time,  and  hecaufe  of  Tranfgrejfion ,  and  until  the 
Difpcnfation  fiiould  arrive,  promifed  to  Abraham 
four  hundred  Tears  before  the  giving  of  the 
Law ,  in  which  all  the  Families  ofb  the  Earth 
were  to  be  bleffed ,  in  which  Jefus  appeared  to 
blefs  us ,  in  turning  c  every  one  of  us  from  our 
Iniquities .  Thus  the  Author  to  the  Hebrews , 
Being  d  made  perfect,  he  became  the  Author  of , 
Eternal  Salvation  unto  all  them  that  obey  him . , 


'*  E/.ck.  xx.  25*  1  Ch.  Ifaiah 

iii.  26.  d  Heb.  v.  9. 
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By  a  his  own  Blood  be  entered  in  once  into  the 
:  holy  Place ,  having  obtain'd  Eternal  Salvation 
for  us .  Once  b  in  the  End  of  the  W or  Id,  hath 
;  he  appeared  to  put  away  Sin  by  the  Sacrifice  of 
t  himfelf 

Now  in  what  Manner  the  firft  Difpcnfation 
;  was  fymbolical,  and  reprefentative  of  the  fecond, 
t  this  Author  in  feveral  Chapters  fets  before  us. 

,  He  fays ,  that  the  Priefts  under  the  Law  Jerve 
,  as  an  c  Example  and  Shadow  of  Heavenly  Things, 

L  that  the  High  d  Brief  went  alone,  once  every 
Tear ,  into  the  Holy  of  Holies ,  the  Holy  Ghojl 
,  this  fignifying,  that  the  Way  into  theHolieJl  of 
all,  was  not  yet  made  manifefi  while  as  the  fir fl 
Tabernacle  was  yet  fianding :  Which  was  a  Fi- 
l  gure  for  the  Time  then  prefent,  in  which  were 
offered  both  Gifts  and  Sacrifices ,  &c.  And 
i  (peaking  of  the  Rites,  Sacrifices,  and  Sprinklings 
»  under  the  Law  by  the  Blood  of  Calves  and  Goats ; 
he  fays,  It  was  therefore  necefi'ary  e  that  the 
Patterns  of  Things  in  the  Heavens  fhould  be  pu- 
\  rified  with  thefe,  but  the  Heavenly  Things  them - 
|  felves  [reprefented  by  thofe  Patterns]  with  bet - 
i  ter  Sacrifices  than  thefe .  For  Chrift  is  not 
»  enter'd  into  the  Holy  Places  made  with  Hands , 
which  are  the  Figures  of  the  true,  but  into  Hea¬ 
ven  it  Jeff,  now  to  appear  in  the  Prefence  of  God 
for  us. 

This  is  this  Author’s  Account  of  the  JewiJh 
Difpenfation  5  and  thofe  ftrangely  miftake 

I  a  Heb.  ix.  12.  b  Heb.  ix.  26.  c  Heb.  vii?-  5.  ix,  24. 
?Heb.  ix.  7,  8,  f  Heb.  ix.  23,  24. 
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Things  who  fay  that  thefe  Places  in  the  He - 
brews  arc  only  Allujions  or  Accommodations.  He 
plainly  tells  us,  That  the  Priefis,  High-Priefis , 
! Tabernacles ,  Sacrifices  and  haw  were  Shadows , 
Patterns ,  Figures ,  Examples  of  the  DifpenJ'a - 
by  Jefus.  And  himfclf  fays,  That 

the  Law  a  Prophets  prophecfd  until  John. 
TW  he  b  c j we  fulfil  the  Law  a?id  Prophets ; 
and  that  till  Haven  and  Earth  pa fs,  one  jot  or 
one  tittle  Jhall  in  no  wije  pafs  from  the  Law 
till  all  be  fulfilled ;  that  is,  the  Law  fhould 
in  no  Part  be  abolifli’d  till  that  Difpenfttion 
fhould  arrive,  of  which  the  Law  was  only  a 
Refetnblancc.  Again  Jefus  fays,  he  c  will  not 
eat  any  more  of  the  Pajfover  till  it  be  fulfilled 
in  the  Kingdom  of  Heaven:  That  is,  till  the 
Lamb  is  facrificed,  which  this  Pafchal  Lamb 
was  to  reprefent. 

Now  then,  this  being  the  Account  which 
Jefus  and  his  A  pottles  give  us  of  the  JewiJh 
Difpenfation,  the  Qiiettion  is,  Whether  it  is  a 
pottiblc  one?  If  it  is,  it  will  follow  that  it  ought 
to  be  received  as  a  true  one,  being  fupported 
by  Miracle  and  Prophecy. 

And  upon  the  firft  View  we  find  that  this 
is  not  only  a  pottiblc  Account  of  the  JewiJh 
Difpenfation,  but  likewife  the  moft  rational  and 
confident  one  that  can  be  given  of  it ;  and  if 
it  was  fuitable  to  the  Divine  Wifdom  to  give 
Jefus  to  live  and  die  for  the  Sake  of  Mankind, 
it  is  reafonable  to  expeft  that  a  Mode  of  Wor- 

*  Match,  xi.  13.  ^  Matth.  v.  17,  18.  c  Luke  xxii.  16. 
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!  fliip,  which  himfelf  would  inftitute,  fliould  bear 
Refemblance  to  this  great  propitiatory  Sacrifice; 
That  the  whole  JewiJh  Difpenfation  fliould  fliew 
forth  his  Death  before  he  came,  after  the  fame 
Manner  as  that  Sacrament  which  he  himfelf  in¬ 
i'  flituted,  does  drew  forth  his  Death  fince  he  is 
:  come. 

j  The  Jews  cannot  objeft  to  the  Reafonable- 
•  nefs  of  fuch  an  Inftitution,  they  who  were  com- 
t  manded  to  exprcfs  their  Deliverances  by  Sym- 
’  bols  of  them,  who  yearly  offered  up  the  a  Paf- 
!  chal  Lamb,  the  Fir  flings  b  of  their  Flocks,  and 
:  who  obferved  the  Feafl  c  of  Tabernacles. 

And  other  Nations  cannot  objeft  to  it,  ic 
i  being  a  common  Practice  with  them,  as  may  be 
f  flicwn  from  many  Inftances  taken  from  different 
i  Countries,  to  celebrate  great  Deliverances  by 
Symbols  of  thole  Deliverances. 

But,  as  before,  not  fo  much  as  this  is  wanted 
,  in  the  prefent  Argument ;  and  if  the  Account 
1  given  of  the  Jewifi  Difpenfation  by  JeJ'us  and 
|  his  Apoftles  is  only  a  poffible  one,  it  ought  to 
i  be  receiv’d  as  a  true  one. 

And  if  it  ought  to  be  receiv’d  as  a  true  one, 
many  of  thofe  Difficulties,  which  arife  from  cer¬ 
tain  Applications  made  by  thefe  Perfons,  will 
vanifli,  as  will  appear  from  a  Confideration  of 
them. 

1  Farther,  As  God  might  make  the  Law  fymbo- 
lical  of  the  Gofpel,  fo  might  he,  if  he  pleas’d, 
purpofely  make  fome  Events  under  the  firft 
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Difpenfation,  referable  others  under  thefecond* 
the  Reafon  why  he  fhould  do  this  may  be  coiv 
fider’d  afterwards ;  all  we  at  prefent  want  is, 
that  it  be  allow’d  poflible  for  him  to  do  it.  But 
it  mud  be  allow’d  poflible  for  him  to  do  it, 
there  being  nothing  in  this  Way  of  ading  dis¬ 
agreeable  to  his  Attributes. 

Again,  It  is  likewife  poflible  for  God,  that 
is,  it  is  not  undatable  to  his  Nature,  to  give 
the  JewiJh  Nation  Signs  of  temporal  Deliver¬ 
ance  which  fhould  bear  Refemblance  to  a 
greater  Deliverance,  the  Appearance  of  the 
MeJJiah.  As  he  often  pointed  out  temporal 
Deliverances  by  Signs  of  them,  as  may  be  (hewn 
from  many  Inftances,  it  could  be  no  Contra- 
didion  to  his  Attributes  to  make  thefe  Signs, 
if  he  pleafed,  Signs  alfo  of  that  great  Deliver¬ 
ance. 

Yet  once  more,  If  the  firfl  Difpenfation  was 
given  for  the  fake  of  the  fecond,  and  only 
added  for  a  Time  becaufe  of  Tranfgr  efforts ,  as 
from  a  View  of  both  Difpenfations  it  is  rational 
to  think  it  was,  then  we  may  exped  that  the 
Prophets  under  the  firfl;  fhould  be  full  of  Def- 
feriptions  of  this  laft;  that  what  they  deliver 
fliould  tend  to  (omething  farther  than  the  pre¬ 
fent  State  of  Things,  and  to  draw  the  People’s 
Attention  to  the  great  Deliverance  defign’d  for 
them. 

We  now  proceed  to  examine  fome  Ap¬ 
plications  made  by  Jefus  and  his  Apoftles, 
in  order  to  fee  whether  they  are  inipofiible 
ones. 

We 
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We  will  divide  the  apply ’d  Texts  into  two 
Sorts;  and  firft  fpeak  of  thofe  which  feem  to  be 
indeterminate,  neither  applicable  to  the  pre¬ 
fent  Circumftances  of  Affairs  at  the  Time  of  De¬ 
livery,  nor  to  the  Perfon  of  the  Prophet  who 
delivered  them. 

Secondly ,  Of  thofe  which  feem  determinate, 
that  is,  which  at  firft  View  appear  to  relate  to 
the  Perfon  of  the  Prophet,  prefent  Times,  or 
State  of  Things. 

Of  the  firft  Sort  are  the  following  ones. 
All  ye  3  Jhall  be  offended  becaufe  of  me  this 
Night :  For  it  is  Written ,  I  will  finite  the  Shep¬ 
herd \  and  the  Sheep  of  the  Flock  Jhall  be  feat- 
tered  abroad .  And  he  b  was  number'd  with  the 
Tranfgrejfors ,  &c. 

Thefe  Places  are  apply’d  to  Jefus  by  him- 
felf ;  nowT  the  Queftion  is,  whac  is  the  Evidence 
that  they  related  to  him  ? 

Firft ,  They  exactly  in  all  Parts  and  Circum¬ 
ftances  correfpond  with  the  Charafter  of  Jefus. 

Secondly ,  There  is  the  Evidence  of  Miracle 
and  Prophecy  that  they  do  relate  to  him. 

But  we  want  not  fo  much  as  this  in  the 
prefent  Argument ;  and  if  it  cannot  be  proved 
that  thefe  Texts  could  not  poffibly  relate  to 
Jefus ,  it  cannot  be  proved  that  he  has  mifap- 
ply’d  them :  But  it  cannot  be  proved  that  they 
could  not  poffibly  relate  to  Jefus ,  then  it  can¬ 
not  be  proved  that  he  has  mifapply’d  them. 

.  a  Matth.  xxxvi.  3T.  Zech.  xiii.  7.  h  Mark  xv.  2 8- 

Ifaiah  liii.  13. 
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Secondly ,  The  following  Texts  from  the  Man¬ 
lier  in  which  they  are  delivered,  at  firft  View 
feem  to  relate  to  the  Perfon  of  the  Prophet, 
Time  of  Delivery,  or  the  then  State  of  Things. 
Behold ,  a  a  Virgin  Jhall  conceive ,  and  bear  a  Son , 
and Jhall  call  his  name  Emanuel.  When  b  Ifrael 
was  a  Child ,  then  I  loved  him,  and  called  my 
Son  out  of  Egypt.  They  c  gave  me  Gall  for 
my  Meat  and  in  my  Thirjl  they  gave  me  Vi * 
negar  to  drink .  d  They  part  my  Garments 

among  them ,  and  cafl  Lots  upon  my  Veflure . 
They  e  weighed  for  my  Price  thirty  Pieces  of 
Silver.  And  the  Lord  faid  unto  me ,  cafl  it 
unto  the  Potter:  A  goodly  Price  that  I  was 
prized  at  of  them .  And  I  took  the  thirty  Pieces 
of  Silver,  and  cafl  them  to  the  Potter  in  the 
HouJe  of  the  Lord.  f  I  will  declare  the  Decree : 
The  Lord  hath  faid  unto  me ,  Thou  art  my  Son, 
this  Day  have  I  begotten  thee.  AJk  of  me  and 
1  Jhall  give  thee  the  Heathen  for  thine  Inheritance ,  j 
and  the  uttermoft  Parts  of  the  Earth  for  thy 
PoJfeJJion.  %  I  have  fet  the  Lord  always  be¬ 
fore  me ;  becaufe  he  is  at  my  right  Hand,  1 
Jhall  not  be  moved.  Therefore  my  Heart  is 
glad,  and  my  Glory  rejoy  ceth,  my  Flefh  a  jo 
Jhall  refl  in  Hope .  For  thou  wilt  not  leave  ifry 
Soul  in  Hell ;  neither  wilt  thou  fuflf'er  thy  Holy  ! 
one  to  fee  Corruption.  Thou  wilt  f  ew  me  the  , 
Path  of  Life ;  in  thy  Prefence  is  Fulnejs  of  , 

»  Matth  i.  23.  Ifaiah  vii.  14.  b  Matth.  ii.  1 5. 

Hofea  xi.  1.  c  Pfalm  Ixix.  21.  Matth.  xxvii.  35.  i 

Pfalm  xxii.  18.  «  Matth.  xxvii.  9,  Zcch- 12.  1 

f  Pfalm  ii.  7,  8.  §  Pfalm  xvi. 
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I  Joy,  and  at  thy  right  Hand  there  are  Pleafurei 
If  for  evermore . 

j|  Thefe,  and  many  other  Places  which  at  firft 
s  View  feem  to  relate  to  the  Times  in  which 
1  they  were  fpoken,  or  the  Perfon  of  the  Speaker, 
are  produced,  and  differently  apply’d  by  Jefus) 
'and  his  Apoftles. 

The  Point  we  are  next  to  examine  then  is, 
whether  the  Applications  made  by  thefe  Perfons 
are  poflible  Ones, 

And  no  fooner  is  this  Point  examin'd,  but 
|  we  find  that  though  fame  of  thefe  Texts  do 
t  at  firft  View  feem  to  relate  to  the  Times  in 
which  they  were  fpoken,  or  the  Perfon  of 
the’  Speaker,  yet  that  they  really  do  not,  but 
;  muft  relate  to  other  Perfons,  or  Times,  Thus, 
i  of  thofe  cited,  Thou  art  my  Son ,  this  Day  have 
I  begotten  thee .  I  will  give  thee  the  Heathen 
for  thine  Inheritance ,  and  the  uttermofl  Parts 
i  of  the  Earth  for  thy  Poffefion.  Thefe  were 
j  Circumftances  never  applicable  to  David ,  and 
and  confequently,  he  could  not  in  thefe  Places 
fpeak  of  himfelf.  So  the  Words  cited  out  of 
the  fixteenth  Pfalm  could  not  relate  to  David- 
he  could  not  call  himfelf  the  Holy  One,  this 
Term  being  unfuitable  to  his  Charader,  and 
to  that  Humility  which  appeared  in  his  Writ¬ 
ings.  And  thofe  particular  ‘Expreflions ,  *Thcy 
gave  me  Gall  for  my  Meaf  and  in  my  Thirjl 
I  they  gave  me  Vinegar  to  drink3  h  they  fart  my 
j  Garments  among  them ,  and  cajl  Lots  upon  my 

*  Pfalm  Jxix.  zi*  V  Pfalm  xxii.  1 8. 
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Vefture ,  which  were  apply ’d  to  Jefus  by  one  j 
of  his  Apoftles,  we  have  reafon  to  think  from 
David's  Hiftory,  were  Circumftances  that  ne-  i 
ver  happen’d  in  his  Life. 

Now,  then  if  thefe  Chara&ers  and  Circum¬ 
ftances  delivered  by  David  could  not  relate  to 
himfelf,  they  muft  relate  to  feme  other  Perfon; 
and  if  they  do  this,  he  has  the  beft  Right  to 
them  whom  they  fuit,  and  who  can  give  the  ; 
Evidence  of  Miracle  and  Prophecy  that  they  | 
really  relate  to  him. 

But  Secondly ,  As  for  thofe  Texts  which  di- 1 
re&ly  fuit  the  Circumftances  of  Affairs  when  j 
delivered,  the  Perfon  of  the  Prophet ,  or  the 
then  State  of  Things,  the  Anfwer  is  direct;  and 
if  it  was  nor  unfuitable  to  the  Wifdom  of  God, 
to  let  fome  Events  under  the  firft  Difpenfatiou 
referable  the  great  Events  under  the  Second ; 
if  it  was  no  Contradiction  to  his  Attributes 
fometimes  to  give  his  People  a  Sign  of  tempo-  j 
ral  Deliverance,  which  fhould  bear  Refern- 
blance  to  the  greateft  Deliverance  they  were 
capable  of  receiving :  Then  could  it  be  no  Mis¬ 
application  to  apply  the  Words  of  the  firft 
Event  to  the  Second ,  of  the  Sign  to  the 
Thing  fignify’d,  they  being  dire&ly  according; 
to  the  Will  of  God  fulfilled  in  both  Cafes. 

To  inftance,  Suppofing  God  when  he  gave ( 
Ahaz  a  Sign  of  Deliverance  from  Pekah ,  and  j 
Remaliah ,  likewife  intended  that  this  fhould  be  ( 
a  Sign  of  that  great  future  Deliverance  of  Man-  ] 
kmd,  bv a  Child  born  of  a  Virgin;  then,  when  , 
Jefus  was  born  of  a  Virgin,  might  Matthew  | 
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properly  fay,  Now  all  this  was  done  that  it 
might  be  fulfilled ,  which  was  fpoken  of  the 
Lord  by  the  Prophet ,  (That  it  might  be  fulfil¬ 
led  which  was  fpoken  of  the  Lord  by  rhe  Pro¬ 
phet,  when  he  gave  a  Sign  which  prefigured 
the  Birth  of  the  Meffiah y)  Behold  a  Virgin 

1  Jhall  be  with  Child ,  See. 

Thus  again,  Suppofing  God  when  He  lent 
f  his  People  into  Egypt ,  defigned  fending  his  own 
Son  thither,  and  intended  that  one  Event 
fliould  prefigure  the  other,  then,  when  Jefus 
!  came  out  of  Egypt ,  might  Matthew  again  juftly 
:  fay,  Phat  it  might  be  fulfilled ,  which  was  fpoken 
of  the  Lord  by  the  Prophet ,  faying ,  (That  this 
Event  might  come  to  pafs  according  to  the  Will 
of  God,  and  the  Expreifion  of  the  Prophet 
i1  concerning  a  former  one  that  prefigured  it,)  Out 

2  of  Egypt  have  I  called  my  Son . 

But  not  fo  much  as  this  is  wanted  in  the  pre~ 
|  lent  Argument;  it  is  not  neceflary  that  the 
Sign  given  to  Ahaz  fliould  be  a  Sign  of  the 
f  Birth  of  the  Mefiah  ;  or  the  Event  of  Ifrael's 
being  called  out  of  Egypt  prefigure  the  calling 
r  of  the  Mefjiah  from  thence,  to  make  Matthew's 
\  Application  juft.  For  if  a  Meffiah  was  intend- 
!  ed,  the  whole  Manner  and  CirCumftances  of 
!  his  Life  and  Death  muft  be  alfo  predetermin’d 
by  God.  Well  then  might  Matthew  when 
\  Jefus  was  born  of  a  Virgin,  or  when  he  came 
out  of  Egypt ,  upon  a  Confideration  of  God’s 
determinate  Counfel  and  Knowledge,  fey,  Now 
\  all  this  was  done ,  that  it  might  be  fulfilled 
I  which  was  fpoken  of  the  Lord  by  the  Prophet , 
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( That  this  Event  which  God  has  long  ago  de¬ 
termin'd  fliould  come  to  pafs,  may  now  do  fo, 
according  to  the  Expreffion  of  the  Prophet,) 
Behold  a  Virgin  Jhall  be  with  Child \  &c.  Out  of 
Egypt  have  I  called  my  Son . 

But  we  need  not  feek  for  many  Solutions  of 
the  above  propos’d  Difficulty;  one  poffible  one 
is  fufficient,  as  has  been  before  obferved. 

The  whole  Miftake  concerning  thefe  Appli¬ 
cations  feems  to  be  taking  them  in  a  wrong 
View,  and  imagining  that  Matthew  brings 
them  as  Proof  that  Jefus  is  the  MeJJiah.  He 
offers  at  no  fiich  Thing,  nor  is  it  his  Bufinefs 
in  this  Place.  He  is  only  telling  a  plain  Nar¬ 
rative,  the  Hiftory  of  Jefus,  and  by  the  Way 
remarks  upon  feveral  Events  in  which  the  Will 
of  God  was  fulfill’d  according  to  the  Expreflions 
of  the  Prophets. 

In  fliort,  unlefs  it  can  be  proved,  that  the 
Texts  applied  by  Matthew  could  not  poffibly 
relate  to  Jefus ;  that  God  could  not,  if  he 
pleafed,  make  Events  under  the  firft  Difpen- 
fation  refemble  others  under  the  Second;  give 
Signs  of  temporal  Deliverance  which  fhould  be 
Signs  alfb  of  Deliverance  by  MeJJiah ;  and  that 
the  Manner  and  Circumftanceof  the  Appearance 
of  the  MeJJiah,  was  not  predetermin’d  by  God, 
it  canot  be  proved  that  he  has  been  guilty  of 
Mffapplication;  but  neither  of  the  above  men-  * 
tioned  Particulars,  ( much  lefs  all  of  them)  can  j 
be  proved ;  then  it  cannot  be  proved  that  Mat* 
thew  has  been  guilty  of  Mifapplication. 
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Bat  Secondly ,  Another  Mark  of  Falfliood  is 
obje&ed  againft  the  Chriftian  Religion,  and 
that  is,  Matthew  makes  a  falfe  Quotation,  and 
fays,  He  [  Jefus  ]  a  came  and  dwelt  in  a  City 
called  Nazareth :  That  it  might  be  fulfill'd 
which  was  fpoken  by  the  Prophets ,  he  Jhall  be 
called  a  Nazar ene. 

!  This  Obje&ion  is  almoft  too  flight  to  an* 
fwer.  Suppofe  the  Jews  had  a  Tradition, 
which  arofe  from  the  Mouth  of  fome  of  their 
Prophets,  that  the  MeJJiah  was  to  be  a  Na~ 
j  zarene  •>  this  is  a  much  more  eafy  Suppofitioii 
than  that  Matthew  fliould  make  a  falfe  Quo* 

*  ration,  which  would  manifeftly  have  been  an 
Injury,  and  could  not  poflibly  have  been  any 
Way  an  Advantage  to  his  Caufe.  As  then  we 
i  are  fare,  that  if  Matthew  was  not  an  Importer, 
he  could  not,  and  as  we  have  Reafon  to  think 
chat  if  he  was  one,  he  would  not  make  a  falfe 
Quotation,  we  ought  not  to  look  upon  it  as 
fuch,  notwithftanding  we  cannot,  at  fo  great  a 
Diftance  of  Time,  find  whence  it  is  produced. 

But  another  Obje&ion  yet  remains,  and  that 
is,  Elias  was  to  come  before  the  Coming  of 
the  MeJ/iab  ;  but  Elias  is  not  comes  confer 
quently,  Jefus  is  not  the  MeJJiah. 

The  Argument  ftands  thus.  The  Followers 
of  Jefus  do  not  pretend  to  fay  that  Elias  is 
come,  if  John  Baptijl  is  not  Elias :  But  John 
■■Baptifi  is  not  Elias,  (Proof  his  b  own  Words  1) 
then  Elias  is  not  come. 

f  Match,  ii.  23.  bJohni  2i» 


Now 


12  8  Enquiry  Into  the  Evidence 

Now  the  Account  given  by  JeJus  of  thiv 
Matter  is  this,  that  John  Baptijl  was  the  *  Elias 
which  was  to  come ;  that  he  was  the  Perfon 
promifed  by  the  Prophets  under  the  Name  of 
Elias. 

The  Query  is,  whether  this  is  a  poflible 
Account  of  the  Matter,  whether  this  Afler- 
tion  of  Jefus's  concerning  John  Baptijl  is 
confident  with  JewiJh  Prophecy,  that  is,  whe¬ 
ther  the  calling  one  Perfon  by  the  Name  of 
another  whom  he  refembles,  whole  Charader 
he  takes,  and  by  whoje  Spirit  and  Power  he 
ads  (which  is  the  Account  given  of  John  Bap- 
tifl  by  the  Angel  b  Gabriel)  is  agreeable  to  Jew¬ 
iJh  Scriptures. 

This  Way  of  Speaking  is  certainly  agree¬ 
able  to  JewiJh  Scriptures,  where  we  often  find 
the  Charaders  and  Offices  of  Perfons  given  us 
in  their  Names,  and  the  lame  Perfon  called  by 
different  Names.  .  Inftances  of  the  fir  ft  Kind 
are  frequent ;  of  the  fecond,  the  following  one 
is  fufficient.  It  is  feid,  that  c  David ,  the  Son 
of  d  David  ,  and  the  e  Lord  Jhall  reign  over 
the  Houfe  of  Jacob  for  ever . 

It  follows  then ,  that  provided  John  Baptijl 
aded  by  the  Spirit  and  Power  of  Elias,  aded  as 
Elias  would  have  himfelf  aded,  if  he  had  been 
upon  Earth;  it  was  not  unfuitable  to  Jewift 
Prophecy  to  foretel  him  under  the  Name  of 
Elias ;  but  John  Baptijl  did  a 51  in  the  Spirit  and 

a  Matth.  xi.  14.  bLuke  i.  17.  c  Ezek.  xxxvii.  25. 

<*Jer.  xxxiii.  17,  z\.  *  MicaJi  iv.  7. 
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j  Power  of  Elias ;  aft  as  Elias  would  himfelf  have 
|  afted,  if  he  had  been  upon  Earth,  for  which  we 
I  have  the  Evidence  of  Miracle  and  Prophecy  5 
i  then  it  was  not  unfuitable  to  JewiJh  Prophecy 
to  foretel  him  under  the  Name  of  Elias.  And 
if  it  was  not  unfuitable  to  JewiJh  Prophecy  to 
|  foretel  John  Baptijl  under  the  Name  of  Elias , 
jj  then  Jefus's  Affertion  that  John  Baptijl  was  the 
:  promifed  Elias ,  was  not  unfuitable  to  JewiJh 
Prophecy ;  and  if  Jefuss  Affertion  concerning 
?  John  Baptijl  is  neither  unfuitable  to  JewiJh  Pro- 
I'  phecy,  nor  is  an  impoffible  one,  then  it  ought 
to  be  received  before  any  other  whatfoever,  ha- 
;  ving  the  Evidence  of  Miracle  and  Prophecy,  and 
t  John  Baptijl  ought  to  be  received  as  the  promi- 
|  fed  Elias . 

That  the  fpeaking  of  Perfons  under  the  Names 
of  others,  whom  they  refemble,  is  common  to 
other  Nations  befides  the  Jews ,  is  too  well 
known  to  need  Inftances, 


SECT.  XL 


N  D  now  having  fhewn  that  the  ChriJUati 
Religion  has  the  Evidence  of  Miracle  and 
Prophecy ;  that  the  Jews  cannot  confidently, 
|  with  a  Belief  of  Mofes ,  rejeft  Jejus  as  not  being 
the  MeJfiah ,  the  Perfon  he  pretends  to  be  §  and 
‘  having  feen  the  Infignificancy  of  the  Objections 
1  commonly  urged  againft  him,  I  proceed  to  (hew* 

S  That 
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That  the  Jews  are  To  far  from  being  able  to 
prove  Jefus  not  the  MeJJiah ,  that  on  the  con¬ 
trary,  their  own  Books  are  Impofture,  if  he  is 
not  this  Perfon. 

I  pafs  by  all  thofe  repeated  Promifes  above  pro¬ 
duced  of  a  King  and  Kingdom ,  Deliverance sy 
BleJJings,  See.  which  if  not  fulfilled  in  Jefusy 
are  yet  unfulfilled,  and  confequently  arejuftly 
fufpeded  of  never  coming  from  God;  and  only 
infift  on  the  following  ones. 

God  in  a  particular  Manner  calls  Abraham 
from  his  Kindred  and  his  Countrey,  and  three 
Times  folemnly  allures  him3,  That  in  him  and 
his  Seed  all  the  Nations  of  the  Earth  fhould  be 
blejfed.  Now  there  is  no  Pretence  that  all  the 
Nations  of  the  Earth  have  been  really  blefled  in 
Abraham,  or  in  any  Perfon  defeended  from  him, 
unlefs  it  be  in  Jefus ;  and  though  we  were  to 
underhand  the  Words  according  to  the  Senfe 
which  fome  put  on  them,  (which  doubtlefs  is 
not  the  obvious  and  literal  one)  that  is,  that  A- 
braham  fhould  be  a  Standard  of  Bleflednels  to 
Mankind,  and  People  fhould  fay  when  they  blefs, 
God  make  you  as  Abraham,  they  are  even  in  this 
Senfe  unfulfilled;  Abraham ,  or  any  of  his  De¬ 
pendents,  having  never  been  a  Standard  of 
Bleilednefs  to  any  Nation,  (unlefs  perhaps  a  Abort 
Time  to  the  Jevoifi)  much  lefs  to  all;  and  the 
Seed  of  Abraham ,  but  in  the  fourth  or  fifth  Ge¬ 
neration  from  him,  fell  into  Bondage  and  Slavery, 
recovered  but  Ihort-lived  Profperity,  came  again 
into  Diftrels,  and  have  continued  many  Ages  in 

a  Gen.xli.  3.  xviil  18.  xxii.  i8< 
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a  Condition  that  is  theReverfe  of  BlefTedneft. 

|  Xhis  Promife  is  then  yet  unfulfilled,  or  fulfil¬ 
led  in  JeJus-,  if  it  is  unfulfilled,  then  there  is  a 
Mark  of  Falfhood  in  the  Jewifh  Religion,  it 
'  being  impoffible  for  God  to  promife  and  not  to 
perform  in  due  Time. 

«  If  it  be  replied  that  this  Promife  is  yet  to  be 
'  fulfilled,  and  that  a  Thoufand  Tears  with  the 
Lord  are  as  one  Day,  I  anfwer,  that  thought 
Thoufand  Tears  with  the  Lord  are  as  one  Day , 
yet  they  are  not  fo  with  Man ;  and  that  when 

I  the  fupreme  Being  condefcends  to  communicate 
himfelf  to  Man,  he  mu  ft  aft  with  him  according 
to  his  Nature,  as  well  as  his  own  ;  he  cannot 
then  give  fo  folemn  a  Promife  of  fuch  a  Nature 
to  Abraham, and  not  fulfil  it  in  above  three  thou- 

;  fand  Years,  and  befides  let  the  Seed  of  Abraham 
continue  for  many  Generations  in  fuch  a  diftref- 
fed  and  difperfed  Condition,  that  all  Hopes  and 
■  human  Profpe&of  its  being  ever  fulfilled,  ceafes. 

If  the  Jew  yet  tells  us,  That  according  to 
\  our  Account  of  Things,  this  Promife  was  not 
}■  fulfilled  till  near  two  thoufand  Years  after  it  was 

II  given,  and  that  what  might  for  wife  and  good 
1  Reafons  be  deferr’d  fo  long,  might  for  as  wife 
j  and  good  ones  be  deferr’d  longer  I  again  return, 

!  That  though  the  promifed  Bleffing  was  fo  long 
i  deferr’d,  yet  by  conftant  Revelations  from  God, 
|  the  Profpeft  of  its  being  fulfilled  increafed,  and 

:  God  kept  up  the  Hopes  and  Expectations  of  the 
Jews  by  other  Prophecies,  which  pointed^  out 
the  Time,  Manner,  and  Circumftances  of  this 
Bleffing  ;  he  renew’d  and  confirm’d  it  to  them 
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by  the  Mouth  of  his  Prophets.  But  now  as  all 
Prophecy  has  ceafed  for  above  two  thoufand 
Years,  there  is  no  Profpect  of  its  being  ever  ful-  ! 
filled,  and  it  ftands  as  a  Mark  of  Impofture  in  the 
JewiJh  Religion,  if  Jefus  is  not  the  MeJJiah .  | 

This  is  the  plain  and  diredt  View,  in  which 
this  Text  is  to  be  confider’d;  and  thofe  ftrange-  I 
ly  miflake  Things,  who  confidering  it  fimply,  J 
give  it  in  Evidence  of  the  Chrijiian  Religion. 
Jefus  muft  be  firft  proved  the  MeJJiah ,  before  ) 
we  can  apply  the  BlefTednefs ;  and  thofe  who  j 
deny  his  being  the  MeJJiah ,  deny  the  Blefledneft.  j; 
Yet  this  Text  affords  a  ftrong  Argument  to  the  f 
Jew,  that  Jefus  is  the  MeJJiah ;  and  as  he  can-  | 
not  pretend  that  it  is  fulfilled  in  any  Perfon  if  not  I 
in  Jefus ,  he  is  driven  to  acknowledge,  either 
that  God  promifed  and  did  not  perform,  or  that 
Jefus  is  th z  MeJJiah. 

rdly,  Jacob  bleffing  his  Sons,  declares,  that 
fhe  Scepter  b  Jhall  not  depart  from  Judah,  nor 
a  Lawgiver  from  between  his  Feet ,  until  Shiloh  j  j 
come .  Here  then  is  a  remarkable  Perfon  foretold 
to  come  into  the  World  before  a  certain  Period  ;  1 
the  Queftion  then  is,  whether  the  Perfon  fore¬ 
told  is  the  MeJJiah ,  or  fome  other  Perfon :  But 
the  Jews  cannot  poffibly  apply  this  Prophecy  to  ; 
any  other  Perfon;  then  it  is  yet  unfulfilled,  or 
fulfilled  in  Jefus.  If  it  is  yet  unfulfilled,  then 
there  is  a  Mark  of  Falfhood  in  the  JewiJh  Reli-» 
gion,  the  Period  being  manifeflly  paft  before  f 
which  Jacob  declared  that  this  Perfon  fliouldi 
appear. 
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$d!y,  Mofes\  Promife  to  the  People,  that  God 
would  fend  them  a  Prophet  like  unto  himfelf 
who  fliould  be  in  the  Place  of  God,  and  jpeak 
the  Words  of  his  Mouth ,  &c.  is  fulfilled,  or  not 
fulfilled.  If  it  is  not  fulfilled,  there  is  another 
Mark  of  Falfhood  in  the  Jewifh  Religion ;  if  it 
is  fulfilled,  that  it  can  be  fulfilled  in  no  other 
Perfon  than  Jefus,  is  evident,  from  the  Jewiflj 
Accounts  of  their  own  Prophets,  none  of  whom 
were  like  unto  Mofis, ,  and  from  the  direft  Con- 
feffion  of  one  of  them,  Dent,  xxxiv.  10,  n.  And 
there  arofe  not  a  Prophet  fince  in  Ifrael  like  unto 
Mofes. 

4 thly,  All  thofe  Promifes  to  David  of  ejla- 
blijking  his c  Throne  for  ever ,  letting  his  Seed  re¬ 
main  as  long  as  the  Sun  and  Moon  endureth>  &c. 
muff  be  fulfilled  in  Jefus ,  or  are  Delufion  and 
Impofture.  Ten  Tribes  were  rent  from  David 
in  the  fecond  Generation  afcer  him,  and  all  Go¬ 
vernment  has  been  taken  from  his  Family  for  a- 
bove  thefe  feventeen  hundred  Years:  Shall  we 
then  after  t  that  God  promifed  and  did  not  per¬ 
form  ;  or  that  thefe  Promifes  may  yet  be  fulfilled, 
notwithftanding  there  has  been  fo  long  an  Inter¬ 
ruption  to  all  Dominion  in  the  Houfe  of  David? 
The  Point  is  evident ;  either  thefe  Promifes  arc 
Jewifo  Forgeries,  or  they  are  fulfilled  in  Jefus. 

Indeed  it  feems  as  if  God  by  taking  ten  Tribes 
from  Rehoboam ,  purpofely  defign’d  to  fliew  the 
People  that  it  was  not  a  temporal  Kingdom  which 
was  to  be  eftablifhed  in  the  Houfe  of  David ,  and 
that  thefe  Promifes  had  another  Signification. 


e  PfalmJxxxi'x. 
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And  if  we  confider  thedaft  Words  of  the  Son  of 
JeJfe,  we  have  Reafon  to  think  that  he  himfelf 
underftood  as  much.  d  The  Spirit  of  the  Lord 
fpake  by  me,  and  his  Word  was  in  my  'Tongue . 
The  God  of  Ifrael  J'aid,  The  Rock  of  Ifrael  fpake 
to  me,  he  that  ruleth  over  Men  muft  be  juft,  ru¬ 
ling  in  the  Fear  of  God:  And  he  fhall  be  as  the 
Light  of  the  Morning ,  when  the  Sun  rifeth,  even 
a  Morning  without  Clouds ;  as  the  tender  Grafs 
fpringing  out  of  the  Earth  by  clear  Jhinmg  after 
Rain .  Although  my  Houfe  be  not  J'o  with  God ; 
yet  he  hath  made  with  me  an  everlafting  Cove¬ 
nant,  ordered  in  all  Things  and  fure:  For  this 
is  all  my  Salvation ,  and  all  my  Deftre,  although 
he  make  it  not  to  grow . 

Sthly,  The  fifty-third  Chapter  of  Ifaiah  re¬ 
lates  to  the  MeJJiah ,  or  it  does  not  relate  to  him ; 
if  it  does  not  relate  to  the  MeJJiah,  then  the 
Jew  mu  ft  fliew  to  whom  it  does  relate,  and  who 
that  Perfon  is  that  is  fo  great,  that  Kings  fhut 
their  Mouths  at  him,  yet  is  led  like  a  Lamb  to 
the  Slaughter  wounded  for  our  TranJgreJJions ; 
bears  the  Sins  of  many ;  makes  Inter cejjion  for 
Tranfgrejfors ;  fees  his  Seed,  and  prolongs  his 
Days,  after  his  Soul  is  made  an  Offering  for 
Sin ;  Let  them  (hew  who  this  Perfon  is,  if  it  be 
not  the  Mejfah.  If  they  cannot  do  this,  then 
there  is  another  Mark  of  Falfhood  in  the  JewiJh 
Religion,  the  Time  for  the  Appearance  of  this 
Perfon  being  fo  limited  by  the  Prophet  Daniel, 
(as  will  appear  prefently)  that  he  muft  be  alrea¬ 
dy  come,  if  Daniel  is  not  an  Impoftor.  For  that 

d  2  Sam.  x^iii.  2,  3,  4,  5. 

Ifaiah 
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Ifaiah  and  Daniel  both  defcribe  the  fame  Per- 
fon,  is  evident  from  comparing  the  Characters 

given  by  each  of  them. 

6thly,  The  following  remarkable  Prophecy  is 
fulfilled  in  Jefus,  or  the  Perfon  who  delivered  it 
’  is  an  Impoltor.  e  Seventy  Weeks  are  determin'd 
upon  thy  People ,  and  upon  thy  holy  City,  to  finifh 
» the  ‘Tranfgreffon,  and  to  make  an  End  of  Sins, 

■  and  to  make  Reconciliation  for  Iniquity,  and  to 
bring  in  everlajiing  Right eoufnefs,  and  to  feal  up 
1  the  Vifon  and  Prophecy ,  and  to  anoint  the  mofi 
Holy,  &c.  And  after  threefcore  and  two  W eeks 
Jhall  Mefliah  be  cut  off,  but  not  for  himfelf: 
And  the  People  of  the  Prince  ihat  Jhall  come, 
Jhall  defray  the  City ,  and  the  SanSluary,  and  the 
End  thereof  Jhall  be  with  a  Flood,  and  unto  the 
i  End  of  the  War  Deflations  are  determined. 

[  Now  this  Prophecy  cannot  poflibly  be  appli- 
;  ed  to  any  Perfon  who  has  yet  appeared  in  the 
,  World  unlefs  it  be  Jefus :  And  though  the  Jews 
and  feme  Perfons  for  them,  would  fain  apply  it 
;  to  one  of  their  own  High-priefts,  yet  it  is  impof- 
fible  they  ihould  do  this,  the  Character  of  the 
\  Perfon,  and  Work  he  was  to  perform  as  finiff- 
ing  FranJgreJJion,  making  an  End  of  Sins ,  bring¬ 
ing  in  everlafing  Right eoujhefs,  fealing  up  the 
Vifon  and  Prophecy,  &c.  being  no  way  appli¬ 
cable  to  any  fuch  Perfon. 

j  If  then  this  Prophecy  cannot  poffibly  beap- 
|  plied  to  any  Perfon  who  has  yet  appeared  in 
the  World  unlefs  to  Jefus,  then  it  is  fulfilled  in 
him,  or  is  unfulfilled :  But  it  cannot  poflibly  be 
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unfulfilled,  unlefs  Daniel  who  delivered  ic,  is  an 
Impoftor;  becaufe  according  to  him  this  Perfon 
was  to  appear  before  the  Deftrudion  of  the  City 
and  Sanctuary,  and  both  thefe  have  been  de- 
ftroy’d  feventeen  hundred  Years. 

That  this  Prophecy  is  applicable  to  Jefus  in 
all  its  Parts,  is  confefs’d  by  the  Adversaries  of 
Chrijlianity ,  when  they  take  Pains  to  (hew  that 
it  is  a  Chriftian  Forgery. 

If  we  confider  this  Prophecy  rightly,  we  fliall 
not  need  to  be  critical  in  a  Calculation  of  Da - 
niel\  feventy  Weeks ;  it  is  enough  that  it  was  to 
be  fulfilled  before  the  Deftrudion  of  the  City 
and  Sanctuary:  So  that  thefe  being  deftroy’d,  it 
mud  be  fulfilled,  or  Daniel,  who  delivered  it,  ail 
Impoftor. 

The  true  End  of  this  remarkable  Prophecy 
(like  the  fifty-third  Chapter  of  Ifaiah)  feems  to 
be,  to  take  off  Objedions  which  might  arife  on 
Account  of  a  differing  MeJJiah ,  and  to  confirm 
and  eftablifli  the  Weak  in  future  Ages.  Thus, 

As  Abraha?n  had  been  affured  that  in  his  Seed ! 
all  the  Families  of  the  Earth  fould  be  blefed ; 
Mofes  had  told  the  People  that  God  would  raife 
them  up  a  Prophet  from  amidjl  their  Brethren , 
who  would  [peak  to  them  the  Words  of  God ,  and 
to  whom  they  fould  hearken ;  and  Nathan ,  Ifai-  ' 
ah ,  Jeremiah ,  and  other  Prophets,  promifed 
that  the  Throne  of  David  fould  be  efablijhedfor  . 
ever  j  that  a  King  fould  rule  in  Right  eon fnefsy  ■ 
&rc.  and  were  full  of  Defcriptions  of  this  King 
and  Kingdom ,  left  the  Jews  might  from  hence  ' 
conceive  Hopes  of  a  temporal  Prince  and  world-  ; 
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ly  Profperity  and  Grandeur,  God  kindly  guard¬ 
ed  them  againft  fo  dangerous  a  Miftakc,  and  let 
them  know  by  his  Prophet  Ij'aiah ,  that  the 
Prince  who  was  to  be  their  Deliverer,  was  ro 
have  no  outward  Fcrm  or  Comelinejs ,  but  to  be 
a  Man  of  Sorrows ,  and  acquainted  with  Grief  5 
that  the  Evil  he  was  to  deliver  them  from,  was 
their  Sins ;  and  that  the  Manner  in  which  he 
was  to  do  it,  was  by  Wounds,  Sufferings,  Stripes , 
Death ;  and  again,  he  by  Darnel  confirms  this, 
perhaps  unacceptable,  Truth,  any!  fixes  a  Period , 
namely,  the  Deftru&ion  of  their  City  and  Sane - 
tuary ,  before  which,  he  affures  them  ^heir  Prince 
fliould  be  thus  treated  and  cutoff. 

qthly,  The  Time  is  lo  limited  for  the  fulfil¬ 
ling  another  remarkable  Prophecy,  that  it  muff 
be  fulfilled,  or  the  Perfon  who  delivered  it  an 
Impoftor,  f  The  Lord  whom  ye  feek,  Jhall  fud- 
denly  come  to  his  Temple :  Even  the  Me jj eager  of 
the  Covenant ,  whom  ye  delight  in :  Behold ,  he 
jhall  come ,  faith  the  Lord  of  Ho/is. 

Now  there  is  no  Pretence,  nor  can  be  any, 
that  this  Text  is  fulfilled,  if  not  in  JeJiis  (in  his 
being  the  Mejjiah ,  and  in  Perfon  in  the  Temple) 
and  if  it  is  not  fulfilled,  then  neither  can  it  ever 
be;  the  Temple  being  deftroyed.  And  if  it 
neither  is,  nor  can  be  fulfilled,  unlefs  Jeffs  is  the 
Mejjiah ,  then  it  is  either  fulfilled  in  him,  oris 
Delufion  and  Impohure. 

So  again,  thofe  other  Texts  g,  I  will  fake  all 
Nations ,  and  the  Defire  of  all  Nations  fall 
come ,  and  I  will  fll  this  Houfe  with  Glory  faith 


f  Malachi  iih  I, 


§  Has.  ii.  7,9. 
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the  Lord  of  Hofls .  ‘The  Glory  of  this  latter 
Houfe  Jhall  he  greater  than  of  the  former ,  faith 
the  Lord  of  Hofls ,  can  in  no  Senfe  be  true,  ac¬ 
cording  to  the  befb  Accounts  of  both  Temples, 
if  Jefus  is  not  the  Mefiah. 

Again,  laftly,  There  are  feveral  Prophecies 
concerning  the  Calling  of  the  Gentiles ,  which 
are  yet  unfulfilled,  or  fulfilled  by  calling  of  them 
to  the  Chriftian  Religion.  If  they  are  yet  un¬ 
fulfilled,  then  we  cannot  reconcile  with  the  Wif- 
dom  and  }ufi:ice  of  God  his  fuffering  fo  remark¬ 
able  and  amazing  a  Convcrfion  of  Gentiles  to  a 
falfe  Religion,  which  was  a  dired  Way  to  draw 
the  Jews  into  Error  By  an  Application  of  this 
Event  to  their  Prophecies;  if  they  are  fulfilled, 
that  they  can  only  be  fulfilled  in  the  Converfioh 
of  the  Gentiles  to  Chrifianity *  is  evident. 

Now  if  one  remarkable  Text  {landing  for 
many  Ages  unfulfilled,  raifes  Sufpicion  of  Falf- 
hood,  feveral  Texts  doing  fo,  and  fome  of  them  , 
jfiich  as  now  never  can  be  fulfilled,  are  evident* 
Proofs  of  it. 

We  can  have  no  greater  Certainty  of  a  Re¬ 
velation  than  we  have, that  God  cannot  deceive; 
that  he  will  not  require  our  Afient  to  his  Willi 
without  giving  ns  fufficient  Evidence  that  it  Is 
fuch ;  that  he  will  deal  with  us  according  to  our 
Nature,  &c.  He  cannot  then  promife  to  Abra¬ 
ham,  that  in  his  Seed  all  the  Families  of  the j 
Earth  Jhould  he  hie  fed,  and  yet  defer  this  Blef 
fednefs  above  three  thoufand  Years;  to  MoJ'es 
that  he  would  raife  up  a  Prophet  like  unto  him - 
felf  who  .jhould  Jpeak  the  words  of  God ,  yet 

never 
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never  fend  any  fuch  Perfon;  to  David,  to  eft a- 
blijh  his  Throne  for  ever ,  yec  immediately  rend 
ten  Tribes  from  him,  and  let  his  Seed  be  feat¬ 
hered  feventeen  hundred  Years  together  over  the 
Face  of  the  Earth ;  to  come  Juddenly  to  his  Tem¬ 
ple,  and  fill  it  with  Glory,  yet  lec  the  Temple 
be  delfroyed  fo  that  ’tis  impoffible  he  fliould  do 
this ;  to  make  an  End  of  Sins,  to  make  Reconci¬ 
liation  for  Iniquity,  and  to  bring  in  everlafting 
Righteoufnefs ,  and  to  jeal  up  the  Vi  foil  and  P  ro- 
phecy,  yet  never  fend  any  Perfon  on  fuch  an  Er¬ 
rand.  Thefe  are  dired  Impoffibilities ;  and  I 
mud  conclude,  according  to  my  Proposition, 
i  That  the  JewiJh  Religion  is  Impofture,  if  Jejus 
'is  not  the  Mejjtah. 

It  is  remarkable,  and  worth  obferving,  that 
the  Evidence  to  a  Jew  of  Jefus’ s  being  the 
Mejjiah,  increas’d  with  the  Difficulties  which  a- 
|  rofe  again  ft  it;  and  that  every  Circumftance  was 
[guarded,  which  might  be  an  Occafion  of  ftum- 
fbling  to  them.  This  Teems  to  be  the  Wifdom 


of  God. 


[j  Thus,  When  Jefus  appear’d  and  preached 
the  true  God ;  gave  the  moft  perfed  Syftem  of 
j  Morality,  and  work’d  Miracles;  he  ought  to  have 
been  received  as  a  ft  eachcr  from  God,  on  ac¬ 
count  of  his  -Miracles,  and  alfo  as  the  Prophet 
foretold  by  Mofes.  And  accordingly,  as  has 
been  obferved,  he  expedfts  their  Conviction  upon 
5 this  Evidence,.  Relieve  me  for  the  very  Works 
Sake,  Sec.  If  I  had  not  done  among  you  the 
Works  which  no  other  Man  did ,  &c.  Andfa-r 
j  gain,  when  John  fent  two  of  his  Qifciples  to 

T  2  ask 
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ask  him,  h  Art  thou  he  that  Jhould  come ,  or  do 
we  look  for  another  ?  He  only  anfwers  by  re¬ 
counting  his  Works,  Go  and  fhew]ohny  fays  he, 
thofe  Things  which  ye  do  hear  and  fee :  The 
Blind  receive  their  Sight ,  and  the  Lame  walky 
the  Lepers  are  cleanjedy  and  the  Deaf  heary  the 
Dead  are  raifed  upy  and  the  Boor  have  the  Gof- 
pel  preached  to  them.  And  hie  fed  is  he  whom¬ 
ever  fall  not  be  offended  in  me.  (The  Num¬ 
ber  and  Nature  of  my  Works,  my  Miracles, 
are  full  Evidence  that  I  am  the  promiied  Pro¬ 
phet,  and  blefTed  is  he,  who  not  prejudiced  by 
worldly  Views,  can  receive  this  Evidence,  and 
be  my  Difcipie.) 

Here  then,  the  Works  of  Jefusy  his  Miracles, 
were  full  Evidence  that  he  was  the  Prophet  Mo - 
fes  foretold,  and  the  promifed  Meffah.  But 
when  he  came  to  fuffer,  then  had  the  fews  a 
Stumbling-block,  owing  to  their  own  Prejudices 
and  worldly  Attachments.  Now  was  the  Hour 
come,  when  bleffed  was  he  who  was  not  off  elided 
at  a  fuffering  Mefliah.  Now  was  it  Time  for 
the  Jews  again  to  look  into  their  Books  to  which 
fejus  over  and  over  kindly  refers  them.  Here 
Ifaiahy  Daniel ,  and  Zachary y  fet  them  right  by 
telling  them,  that  the  Meffah  was  to  be  a  Man 
of  Sorrows ,  and  acquainted  with  Griefs  that 
he  was  to  pour  out  his  Soul  to  Death ;  that  after 
threefcore  and  two  Weeks  he  ffould  be  cut  offy 
but  not  for  himfelf ;  and  that  the  Sword  Jhould 
awake  againjl  a  Man  that  was  Fellow  to  the  Lord 
of  Hof  s. 

h  Matt.  xi.  3,  4. 

Again, 
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Again,  When  Perfecution  arofe,  which  was 
another  Bar  to  Flefti  and  Blood,  then  were  thofe 
remarkable  Prophecies  concerning  the  calling  of 
the  Gentiles ,  fulfilled,  and  fulfilled  under  this 
,■  extraordinary  difadvantageous  Circumftance,that 
the  Converlion  was  to  a  perfecuted  Church. 
When  the  City  and  Temple  were  deftroy’d, 

!  then  had  the  Jews  Demonftration  that  the  Mef- 
fiah  was  come,  or  that  Daniel ,  who  told  them 
that  the  Mejjiah  fhould  be  cut  off  before  this  Pe- 
'  riod ;  and  Malachi  and  Haggai  who  had  pro- 
j  mifed  that  the  Lord  Jhould  come  fuddenly  to  his 
\  Temple,  and  that  the  Glory  of  the  fecond  Houfe 
fliould  be  greater  than  that  of  the  former,  were 
Impoftors. 

And  at  this  Day  the  difperfed  and  diftreffed 
(  Condition  of  the  Jews,  as  well  as  their  unful¬ 
filled  Prophecies,  is  an  Evidence  againft  them. 

Though  it  is  not  neceffary  that  God,  after  he 
;  has  once  revealed  himfelf,  fliould  giyg  frefh  Evi- 
)  dences  to  his  Revelation  in  different* Ages,  yet 
’tis  neceffary  that  he  do  not  miflead  and  give 
j  Grounds  for  Hope  of  Deliverance,  yet  not  let 
.  this  Deliverance  ever  arrive ;  and  further  let  an 
Importer  arife  to  whom  the  Characters  of  the 
,  promifed,  and  expected  Perfon,  are  fo  fuitable, 
f  that  by  that  Means  he  draws  Multitudes  into 
Error.  In  this  Cafe  the  People  favour’d  with  a 
Revelation,  are  in  a  worfe  Condition  than  all  o- 
thers,  one  Part  of  them  being  deceived  by  an 
Impoftor,  the  other  left  to  languifh  in  fruitlefs 
Hopes  and  Expectations. 

'  But,  if  the  Jewifh  Religion  advances  Incon- 

fiftencies 
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fluencies  and  Impoflibilities,  if  Jefus  is  not  the 
MeJJiah j  on  the  contrary,  change  the  Profped, 
and,  if  he  is  this  Perfon,  the  whole  of  it  is  rati¬ 
onal  and  confident. 

In  the  firfl:  Place,  it  is  rational  to  exped  that 
the  MeJJiah)  a  Perfon  who  was  tofpeak  the  Words 
of  God ,  to  be  hearken’d  to  in  all  Things,  and 
to  be  the  Author  of  a  new  Difpenfation,  Should 
be  foretold  by  the  JewiJh  Prophets,  particulari¬ 
ty  by  Mofes ,  this  being  a  conneding  Evidence, 
an  Evidence  that  the  Author  of  the  firftwasthe 
Author  of  the  fecond  Difpenfation  •,  that  the  ve¬ 
ry  God  who  brought  the  People  out  of  Egypt , 
and  gave  them  their  Law,  alfo  fent  them  that 
Perfon  who  abolilhed  it.  And  as  it  is  rational 
to  exped  that  the  MeJJiah  Should  be  foretold  in 
the  JewiJh  Scriptures,  fo  in  JeJus  we  find  a 
Concurrence  of  all  the  prophetical  Charaders 
of  the  MeJJiah ;  he  is  truly  the  BleJJing  promifed 
to  Abraham ,  and  in  the  Saviour  of  the  World 
all  the  Families  of  the  Earth  arc  bleffed ;  the 
Prophet  Mofes  describes,  He  delivered  a  Dodrine 
worthy  of  God,  and  Jpake  in  his  Name,  and  the 
Thing  which  hefpake  followed  and  came  topafs\ 
he  had  the  divine  Attestation  that  (according  to 
his  own  Declaration)  he  did  not  Jpeak  of  himjelj \ 
but  1  whatever  the  Father  commanded ,  that  he 
Jpake ;  he  is  the  King  promifed  to  David ,  If  at- 
ah ,  and  Daniel ;  in  his  divine  Nature  truly  reigns 
over  the  Houfe  of  ifrael  for  ever ;  does  not  judge 
after  the  Sight  of  his  Eyes ,  neither  reprove  after 
the  Hearing  of  his  Ears ,  but  with  Righteoufnefs 
*  John  xii.  49. 
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judge  the  Poor ,  and  reprove  with  Equity ;  and 
his  Kingdom  is  Juch  as  fhall  not  pafs  away ,  nor 
be  left  to  other  Hands,  but  Jhall  ft  and  for  ever ; 
he  is  the  Man  of  Sufferings,  Ifaiah ,  Daniel ,  and 
Zachary  deforibes;  he  is  born  of  j:he  P’ribe,  Fa¬ 
mily,  and  in  the  Fown  foretold  *,  he  appeared  at 
the  promifed,  and  what’s  more,  at  the  expe&ed 
Time  :  When  therefore  all  Things  concur,  when 
Miracle,  Prophecy,  and  prophetical  Chara&ers 
all  meet  in  Jefus ,  where  is  the  Ground  for  Infi¬ 
delity?  Why  is  not  Jefus  acknowledged  the 
Mejfiah  of  the  Jews  ? 

One  Thing  we  muff  obferve,  and  that  is,  that 
in  a  Difpute  betwixt  a  Jew  and  a  Cbrijlian  who 
both  acknowledge  the  Divinity  of  the  Old  Te- 
ftamentj  the  Chriftian  Evidence,  the  Evidence 
that  Jefus  is  the  Mejfiah,  increafes  with  Time, 
and  confequently  the  Jewif  Caufe  grows  every 
Day  worfe  and  worfe.  And  as  by  the  Confd- 
fion  of  the  Jews ,  their  Prophecies  are  unfulfil¬ 
led,  if  not  fulfilled  in  Jefus ,  they  have  every 
Day  more  Reafon  than  other  to  believe  they  are 
fulfilled  in  him,  or  are  Impofture. 

On  the  other  Hand,  every  independent  Ar¬ 
gument  for  the  Divinity  of  the  Jewif  Religion, 
is  a  Proof  of  Chrifiianity . 

As  to  the  Dei  ft,  the  Evidence  to  him  that  Je¬ 
fus  is  the  Mejfiah ,  the  Perfon  he  pretended  to  be, 
in  ihort  is  this;  Jefus  appears  and  teaches  a 
Do&rine  worthy  of  God,  and  worked  Miracles 
to  confirm  his  divine  Million.  Whilft  then  Je- 
Jiiss  Miracles  are  not  invalidated,  he  has  a  Right 
to  be  receiv’d  as  a  Perfon  font  from  God.  But 

he 
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he  alfo  pretends  to  fulfil  Prophecies,  and  to  be 
fpoken  of  in  a  certain  Book,  he  muft  then  fulfil 
Prophecies,  and  be  fpoken  of  in  this  Book.  By 
this  Book  then,  which  he  appeals  to,  he  muft 
be  try  cl ;  and  if  it  appears  that  he  makes  an  im- 
poffible  Claim,  he  is  to  be  reje&ed.  But  no  foon- 
er  is  this  examin'd,  but  we  find  that  he  does  not 
make  an  impoffible  Claim ;  on  the  contrary,  fuch 
a  Perfon,  as  he  appears  to  be,  is  exactly  deferi- 
bed  and  foretold  in  this  Book.  And  further  we 
find  that  he  has  the  higheft  Evidence  of  Pro¬ 
phecy. 

If  any  Doubt  yet  remains  concerning  the 
Meaning  of  certain  Texts,  it  mu  ft  be  remembred 
that  a  poffible  Senfe  fupported  by  Miracle  and 
Prophecy,  ought  to  be  received  before  any  other 
whatfoever. 


CONCLUSION. 

Hitherto  we  have  confidered  feveral  Appli¬ 
cations  made  by  Jefus  and  his  Apoftles, 
as  not  vacating  the  Evidence  of  Miracle  and 
Prophecy :  We  now  proceed  to  look  on  them  in 
another  View,  and  to  examine  how  far  they  may 
be  reckoned  to  give  Evidence,  and  be  judged  ra¬ 
tional  Parts  of  a  great  Defign. 

And  Firjl,  Though  thefe  Charafters  and  Cir^ 
cumftances  might  not  fingly  be  fufficient  to  prove 
a  Revelation,  yet  join’d  with  Miracle  and  Pro¬ 
phecy,  they  give  additional  Evidence,  and  form 
a  threefold  Cord  not  to  be  broken. 

Miracle  alone  was  fufficient  Evidence  that 

fus 
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fu$  was  fent  by  God;  his  fulfilling  Prophecies 
proved  him  to  be  the  Mejfiah  of  the  Jews;  and 
the  prophetical  Charaders  and  Circumftances 
i  come  in  as  it  were  over  and  above,  to  guard  a- 
gainft  thofe  Prejudices  and  unreafonable  Doubts 
of  Mankind,  which  might  poffibly  arife  at  the 
Manner  of  his  Appearance  and  Sufferings.  And 
furely,  it  is  not  only  probable  that  the  Chrijlian 
Religion  is  a  divine  Revelation,  which  would  be 
fufficient  to  determine  every  rational  Enquirer  to 
embrace  it ;  but  it  is  no  lefs  than  Demonftration, 
that  Miracles,  clear  and  exprefs  Prophecies,  and 
a  Number  of  prophetical  Charaders,  and  Cir- 
f  cumftances,  cannot  meet  in  an  Impoftor. 

2 dly>  As  fome  of  the  prophetical  Characters 
1  and  Defcriptions  of  the  MeJJiah  might  be  given 
1  to  remove  Offences,  which  might  arife  from  his 
mean  Appearance  and  Sufferings;  fo  might  o- 
thers  which  defcribe  his  Grandeur,  Offices,  and 
1  Kingdom*  be  delivered  wholly  for  the  Sake  of 
that  Generation  to  which  they  were  given,  to 
i  keep  up  the  Hopes  and  Expectations  of  the 
;  People,  and  make  them  have  a  conftant  Eye  to 
•  this  great  Deliverer. 

f  3  dlyy  If  Jefus  be  the  Perfon  he  pretends  to 
be,  the  Deliverer  of  us  from  our  Sins,  then  the 
|  Dignity  of  his  Perfon,  and  Importance  of  his 

!  Errand,  make  it  reafonable  to  exped  that  the 
Prophets  who  lived  before  him  fhould  be  full  of 
Charaders  and  Defcriptions  of  him  ;  and  thefe 
Charaders  and  Defcriptions  may  teach  11  s  in  what 
Manner  we  fliould  receive  and  honour  him. 

4 tbfyy  As  the  making  the  Ceremonies  and  Sa¬ 
il  crifices 
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crifices  under  the  Jewifh  Law  refemble  the  Sa¬ 
crifice  by  Jefus ,  was  a  proper  Mode  of  Worfhip 
for  God  to  inftitute,  becaufe  in  thefe  was  the 
Death  of  Jefus  the  great  Sacrifice  conftantly 
(hewed  forth ;  fo  was  it  rcafonable  God  fliould 
make  the  fir  ft  Difpenfation  a  Pattern  of  the  fe- 
cond,  that  the  Jews  might  be  inclined  to  part 
with  the  firft,  give  the  Shadow  for  the  Subftance^ 
when  the  perfeft  Difpenfation  (hould  arriyef^ 

This  is  one  View  of  the  Author  to  the  He¬ 
brews  in  his  (hewing  a  Refemblance  betwixt  the 
Law  and  the  Gofpel ;  and  they  ftrangely  miff 
take  Things,  who  fay  that  this  Author  is  proving 
Cbrifliaiiity  by  typical  Arguments.  He  isfo  fat 
from  attempting  to  prove  Chrifi unity  at  that 
Time,  that  he  declares  he  will  not  do  it,  that 
leaving  tke  k  Principles  of  the  Doctrine  of  Chriff, 
he  will  go  on  to  Perfection.  And  he  gives  a  Rea- 
lon  why  he  will  not  do  it,  namely,  becaufe  he 
look'd  on  it  as  an  impoffible  Work  to  renew  again 
by  1  Repentance ,  thofe  who  had  once  been  enlight¬ 
ened  and  were  fallen  off;  he  could  not  hope  to 
offer  new  Arguments  which  might  convince  fuch 
Apoftatcs.  Writing  then  as  to  Believers,  he 
goes  on  to  fet  before  them  the  Difference  be- 

O 

twixt  the  Law  and  the  Gofpel ;  the  Imperfection 
of  the  one,  and  the  Perfection  of  the  other:  He 
(hews  them  how  unable  the  Law  was  to  do  what 
they  wanted  of  it,  take  ni  away  Sins ,  but  that 
in  the  Difpenfation  by  Jefus ,  their  n  Sins  and 
Iniquities  would  be  remembred  no  more.  That  the 

*  Hcb.vi.  1,  &c.  1  Heb.  vi.  4,  5,  6,  &c, 

m  Heb.  x.  4.  *  Heb.  x.  17. 
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©  Law  could  make  nothing  perfect,  but  the  bring¬ 
ing  in  of  a  better  Hope  did ;  that  under  the  firft 
Difpenfation,  the  High-prieft,  P  who  offered  for 
the  Sins  of  others,  himfelf  wanted  a  Sacrifice ; 
that  under  the  fecond,  we  had  a  <1  High-priefi 
who  was  holy,  harmlefs,  undefiled,  feparate  from 
Sinners,  who  after  he  had  once  offered  one  Sacri¬ 
fice  for  Sins,  for  ever  fat  down  on  the  Right 
Hand  of  God ;  that  the  Difpenfation  by  Mofes 
was  only  a  Pattern ,  Example,  Shadow,  Figure 
of  the  Difpenfation  by  Jeffs.  From  the  Imper¬ 
fection  then  of  this  Difpenfation,  this  firft  Co¬ 
venant,  as  he  calls  it ;  from  its  being  unable  to 
take  away  Sins ;  its  being  only  a  Shadow,  Pat¬ 
tern,  Figure  of  the  fecond;  as  well  as  from  God’s 
Promife  to  the  Jews  to  give  them  a  new  r  Cove¬ 
nant,  this  Author  proves  that  God  never  inten¬ 
ded  that  it  fhould  remain  always,  but  that  as  it 
grew  old,  it  faould  vanijh  away,  that  there fhould 
be  a  s  difannulling  of  the  Commandment  going 
before ,  for  the  JVeaknefs  and  Unprofit  ab  l enifs 
thereof-,  and  that  the  Priefthood  being  c  changed, 
there  was  of  Necefiity  a  Change  alfo  of  the  Law. 

ythly,  If  fome  Events  under  the  firft  Difpen¬ 
fation  were  made  to  refemble  others  under  the  fe¬ 
cond,  it  was  of  great  Ufe  to  the  Jews  to  recon¬ 
cile  them  to  Difficulties  under  this  laft,  and  was 
a  training  of  them  up  to  believe  the  Myftcrics  of 
the  Gofpcl. 

Thus,  if  they  fhould  make  a  Difficulty  of  be- 


!’ 

148  Enquiry  into  the  Evidence 

lieving  that  Jefus  bops  their  Sins  on  the  Crofs, 
this  Difficulty  would  rationally  be  removed  when 
they  remembred  that  the  Scape-Goat  bore  their 
Sins  into  the  Wildernefs.  If  they  fliould  objed 
to  the  Poffibility  of  Jefus\  Refurre&ion  after 
lying  in  the  Grave  three  Days,  they  might  re¬ 
member  that  Jonas  was  delivered  from  the  Belly 
of  the  Whale  after  lying  there  an  equal  Time* 
If  they  doubted  of  Salvation  by  looking  to  a  cru¬ 
cified  Saviour,  Mofes  would  put  them  in  mind 
that  the  Jfraelites  were  healed  of  bodily  Difea- 
fes  by  looking  on  the  Serpent.  Thus  could  not 
the  Jews  rationally  objed  to  the  fecond  Difpen- 
fation,  on  account  of  any  Difficulties  it  contain¬ 
ed,  when  they  were  ufed  to  believe  equal  Diffi¬ 
culties  in  the  firft. 

To  conclude,  If  God  was  pleafcd  to  give 
Signs  of  Deliverances  and  Bleffings  under  the 
firit  Difpcnfation  which  refembled  others  under 
the  fecond,  which  pointed  to  the  great  Deliverer 
Jefus ;  he  by  this  lets  us  fee  the  Infignificancy  of 
temporal  Felicity  confider ’d  abftractedly  and  by 
it  felf,  and  that  there  is  but  one  Deliverance  of 
Importance  to  Mankind,  the  Deliverance  by  Je« 
Jus  the  Redeemer. 
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PR  EFAC  E 


IT  Have  obferved  that  what  often  per- 
H  plexes  Arguments ,  and  renders  them 
Unfatisfa&ory,  is  ufing  Terms  without 
determinate  Meanings ,  and  building  on 
Proportions  not  proved ,  but  taken  for 
granted.  I  have  therefore  in  the  fol¬ 
lowing  Sheets  taken  a  contrary  Method ; 
given  Definitions  of  all  thofe  Terms 
whofe  precife  Meaning  it  is  neceffary  the 
Reader ,  in  order  fully  to  comprehend  my 
I  Argument ,jhould  under fi  and  3  endeavour¬ 
ed  to  go  to  the  Bottom  of  my  Suhjetl,  built 
only  on  a  Poftulatum  allowed  by  every 
body,  which  is,  that  Pleafure  is  prefer¬ 
able  to  Pain ;  and  purfued  but  one  fin - 
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gle  Thread  of  Reafoning  through  the 
whole. 


This  Method as  /  found  mofi  fatif- 
faclory  to  my  felf  fo  1  hope  it  will  prove  | 
Jo  to  the  Reader  j  and  that  the  Jetting  the 
Evidence  of  the  Chriflian  Religion  before ; 
him  in  a  fhort ,  plain ,  and  eafy  Light ,  I 
will  be  a  Means  to  lead  him  to  Truth,  * 
One  thing  I  have  pur p  of ely  avoided ,  am  !j 
that  is ,  heaping  the  Reader  with  Evi • 
dence ,  after  1  imagine  the  Points  in 
Gjiefiion  are  once  proved ;  1  prefume  jj 
him  to  be  well  acquainted  with  the  many  \ 
learned \  and  ingenious  Performances 
lately  publifhed  upon  the  fame  SubjeBy 
and  chufe  to  be  as  brief  as  pojfble ,  to 
the  end  /  may  be  neither  tirefome  to  my 
Reader ,  nor  let  him  lofe  fight  of  my  Ar¬ 
gument. 


It  was  my  firfl  Reflation  of  keeping^  \ 
chfe  to  this  Method \  which  made  me  in- 
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fifi  only  on  one  literal  Prophecy ,  as  a 
Proof  that  ffefus  madg  out  his  own  Claim , 
and  had  the  Teftimony  of  Prophecy; 
and  /  did  not  confine  my  fielf  to  this 
jj  alone ,  becaufe  no  more  were  to  be  found 
(for  1  have  my  fielf  afterwards  produced 
|  literal  Prophecies ,  which  were  fulfilled 
|  in  Jefus)  but  becaufe  it  was  evident  that 
\  no  more  could  be  wanted. 


Some  of  my  Readers  will \  perhaps , 
I  be  offended  to  fee  me  affiert  that  there 
I  is  no  Proof  of  a  God  a  priori ,  but  l  am 
xperfiiaded. \  that  if  they  think  clofely  on 
I  the  SubjeB ,  they  will  find  that  l  am  not 
|  miflaken ,  and  that  they  can  only  come 
to  a  Knowledge  of  the  Exifience  of  a 
I  Being  who  exifts  without  Caufe ,  from  a 
|i  Confederation  of  the  Exifience  of  Things . 


IE ?  may ,  indeed ’  when  we  have  found 
[3.  pofteriori  a  Being  who  exifis  without 
■  Caufe,  find  fevered  of  his  Attributes  a 

priori 
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priori  to  his  Revelation  •  and  this  is  one 
of  the  Searches  which  1  have  been  en~, 
gaged  in. 

The  Reafon  why ,  contrary  to  fame 
others ,  I  do  not  join  the  Term  Neceflarily  • 
exiftent,  to  a  Being  who  exifls  without 
Caufe ,  is,  l  could  fix  no  Ideas  or  Notion 
to  this  IV ord,  which  were  not  utterly  in 
confiiflent  with  exifling  without  Caufe  j 
and  l  am  perfuaded,  that  if  the  Read 
er  will  pleafe  to  confider  it ,  he  will 
find  himfelf  involved  in  the  fame  Difff 
culty. 

If  1  have  not  traced  the  Divine  Am 
tributes  fo  far  as  others  have  done,  or  a 
there  are  data,  yet  I  have  done  it  as  fat 
as  was  neceffary  to  the  Point  which  : 
was  pur  fining  ■,  and  when  I  had  found  alt 
Eternal,  Independent,  Intelligent,  Un-* 
changeable,  Powerful,  Perfect,  Omni!' 
prefent,  Omnifcient,  Free  Being,  wm 

haf 
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had  made  Man  capable  of  obtaining 
Happinefs ,  I  had  full  enough  to  my  Pur - 
pofe ,  engage  me  in  a  Search  after 

the  Means  by  which  this  Happinefs  was 
|  to  be  obtained, , 

My  Notion  of  Perfe Elion  may  at 
,  firfi  appear  out  of  the  W iy,  and  on 
j  that  account  be,  perhaps ,  thought  not 
right ;  but  if  the  Reader  will  pleafe  to 
ask  himfelf  why  Jujlice ,  Mercy ,  Gene- 
rofity ,  Sincerity ,  Wifdom ,  Goodnefs,  &c. 
ar?  counted  Perfections,  and  try  to  frame 
a  Notion  of  Perfection  where  there  is  no 
relation  to  Happinefs ,  /  have  Reafon  to 
i  that  he  will  not  rejeCt  it . 

/  thing  more  to  fay  by 

way  of  Preface ,  W  that  is,  in  behalf 
of -that  Religion  which  upon  the  firiCtef 
Examination  appears  to  me  the  True 
one.  Let  us  expeCi ,  that  thofe  who  Op- 
pofe  this  Religion ,  </<?  #  Reafoning 

and 
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and  Argument  j  by  going  to  the  bottom  \ 
of  the  Subject,  and  keeping*  clofe  to  the 
Point  in  Hand :  And  let  not  the  clafhinp 
of  Divines  concerning  the  Meaning  oj  j: 
certain  Texts  be  received  as  Evidence  i 
that  thof'e  Texts  are  Impofttions  on  the 
Reader  or  that  they  fpeak  the  Senfe  of. 
the  Oppofers  of  Chnjlianity.  In  fhort  \ 
let  us  not  reject  the  ChriJhan  Religion 
till  it  is  proved  to  be  unworthy  of  God 
or  to  want  Evidence  of  being  his  Reveil 
lation. 


Lately  publijh'dj 


NecelTity  of  Divine  Revelation,  and  the  Truth  q:1 

JL  the  Chriftian  Revelation  afierted;  in  eight  Sermon*. 
To  which  is  prefix’d,  a  Preface  with  fome  Remarks 
a  late  Book,  intitled,  ’ the  Scheme  of  Literal  Prophecy  cony 
Jider'd ,  &c.  By  John  Rogers y  D,  D.  Canon  Relident 
ary  of  Wells ,  and  Chaplain  to  his  Royal  Highnefs.  &v<jf 
JW- 
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Def. 


SECT.  I. 

Notion  is  an  apprehenfion 
or  opinion  in  the  Mind  con- 
the  Exigence,  Na- 


cerning 

ture  or  Relations  of  things : 

§5 


Thus,  that  there  is  a  God  5  He  is  a  wife  Bein 
Man  derives  his  Exiftence  from  him. 


Def.  II.  When  the  apprehenfion  or  opi¬ 
nion  in  the  Mind  concerning  the  Exiftence, 
Nature  or  Relations  of  things,  agrees  with 
the  Exiftence,  Nature  or  Relations  of  things, 
and  the  Mind  apprehends  things  as  they  are* 
then  the  Mind  has  a  true  Notion  concerning 
thofe  things. 

Def.  III.  When  the  apprehenfion  or  opi¬ 
nion  in  the  Mind  concerning  the  Exiftence* 
Nature  or  Relations  of  things  does  not  agree 
with  the  Exiftence,  Nature  or  Relations  of 
things*  but  the  Mind  apprehends  things  as 

A  they 
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they  are  not,  then  the  Mind  has  a  falfe  No-  \ 
tion  concerning  thofe  things. 

Def.  IV.  When  certain  Words  of  a  fenft-  : 
ble  Being  exprefs  the  Notion  that  is  in  his  ? 
mind  concerning  certain  things,  then  the 
Words  of  that  Being  are  agreeable  to  the  No-  j 
tion  that  is  in  his  Mind. 

Def.  V.  When  certain  Words  of  a  fenfible 
Being  do  not  exprefs  the  Notion  that  is  in  his 
Mind  concerning  certain  things,  but  exprefs 
lomething  different  from  the  Notion  that  is 
in  his  mind  concerning  thofe  things,  then  the  i 
Words  of  that  Being  are  difagreeable  to  the  I 
Notion  that  is  in  his  Mind.  1  j 

Def.  VI.  When  the  Adions  of  a  fenfible 
Being  exprefs  the  Notion  that  is  in  his  mind,  ' 
and  he  ads  as  if  things  were  what  he  really 
apprehends  them  to  be;  or  when  he  does 
whatever  according  to  his  Notions,  and  their 
neceffary  Confequences  is  moft  fit,  right  or  j 
bed  to  be  done,  then  the  Adions  of  that 
Being  are  agreeable  to  his  Notions. 

Def.  VII.  When  the  Adions  of  a  fenfible 
Being  do  not  exprefs  the  Notions  that  are  in 
his  Mind,  but  he  ads  as  if  things  were  not  \ 
what  he  really  apprehends  them  to  be  5  or  when 
he  does  that  which  according  to  his  Notions 
and  their  neceffary  Confequences  is  not  moft  \ 
fit,  right  or  beft  to  be  done,  then  the  Adions  { 
of  that  Being  are  difagreeable  to  his  Notions.  ] 
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SECT.  II. 

Def.  L|3  e  e  a  s  u  r  e  is  an  agreeable  Con- 
\  3-  fcioufnefs. 

|  II.  Every  fenfible  Being  is  in  fome  Degree 
!  Happy,  the  Sum  total  of  whole  Pleafures  ex- 
ceeds  his  Pains. 

III.  Every  fenfible  Being  is  in  fome  Degree 
t  miferable,  the  Sum  total  of  whole  Pains  ex- 
\  ceeds  his  Pleafures. 

IV.  Any  Degree  of  Pleafure  to  a  fenfible 
Being,  which  procures  to  that  Being  a  greater 

I  Degree  of  Pain,  is  not  to  be  reckon’d  as  Plea- 

Ifure  but  Pain. 

V.  Any  Degree  of  Pain  to  a  fenfible  Be- 
|  ing,  which  procures  that  Being  a  greater  Degree: 

I  of  Pleafure,  is  not  to  be  reckon’d  as  Pain  but 
Pleafure. 

VL  No  Being  can  be  faid  to  be  perfeftly 
happy,  who  Buffers  any  Degree  of  Pain. 

VII.  No  Being  can  be  faid  to  be  compleat- 
ly  miferable,  who  enjoys  any  Degree  of  Plea¬ 
fure. 

VIII.  Per  fed  Happinefs  is  the  highefl:  Degree 
of  Pleafure  that  fenfible  Beings  are  capable 
of,  without  any  interruption  of  Pain. 


;!  A  t  SEC  X 
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SECT.  III. 

Prop.  I.  rT”',0  all  fenfible  Beings  capable 
1  of  Pleafure  and  Pain,  Plea- 
fure  is  preferable  to  Pain. 

II.  Whatever  is  preferable  is  moft  fit ;  and 
is  therefore  moft  fit,  becaufe  preferable. 

III.  If  Pleafure  is  preferable  to  Pain,  and 
whatever  is  preferable,  is  moft  fit,  then  there 
is  a  Fitnefs  and  Unfitnefs  of  things  arifing 
from  the  Nature  of  fenfible  Beings,  antece¬ 
dent  to  all  Law  and  appointment. 

IV.  The  good  and  happinefs  of  fenfible 
Beings,  is  a  Fitnefs  of  things. 

V.  The  pain  and  mifcry  of  fenfible  Beings, 
is  £ti  Unfitnefs  of  things. 

VI.  Means  to  the  Good  and  happinefs  of 
fenfible  Beings,  is  a  Fitnefs  of  things. 

VII.  Means  to  the  pain  and  mifery  of  fen- 
fible  Beings,  is  an  Unfitnefs  of  things. 

VIII.  True  Notions  in  the  Minds  of  fenfi¬ 
ble  Beings,  are  a  Means  to  the  good  and  hap¬ 
pinefs  of  fenfible  Beings. 

IX.  Then  true  Notions  in  the  Minds  of  \ 
fenfible  Beings,  is  a  Fitnefs  of  things. 

X.  Actions  of  fenfible  Beings,  agreeable  to 
true  Notions,  is  a  means  to  the  good  and  \ 
happinefs  of  fenfible  Beings. 

j 

XI.  Then  i 

! 
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XL  Then  Aftions  of  fenfible  Beings,  a- 
greeable  to  true  Notions,  is  a  Fitnefs  of  things. 

XII.  Means,  by  which  the  Mind  attains  true 
Notions,  is  a  means  to  the  good  and  happi* 

i  nefs  of  fenfible  Beings. 

XIII.  Then  Means  by  which  the  Mind  at- 
tains  true  Notions,  is  a  Fitnefs  of  things. 

XIV.  An  Examination  into  the  Being,  Na- 
Uure  and  Relations  of  things,  the  finding  out 
[  Connexions,  making  clear  Deductions  from 
:felf  evident  Truths,  finding  out  thofe  Means 

or  Mediums  which  are  capable  of  conveying 
Truth  to  the  Mind,  and  alfenting  to  that 
Truth  which  thefe  Means  or  Mediums  are 
capable  of  conveying,  are  Means,  by  which 
the  Mind  attains  true  Notions. 

XV.  Then  an  Examination  into  the  Being, 
Nature  and  Relations  of  things,  the  finding  out 
Connections,  making  clear  Deductions  from 
felf  evident  Truths,  finding  out  Means  or  Me¬ 
diums  capable  of  conveying  Truth  to  the 
Mind,  and  alfenting  to  that  Truth  which  thefe 
Means  or  Mediums  are  capable  of  conveying, 

(is  a  Fitnefs  of  things. 

XVI.  Evidence  is  a  Means  or  Medium  by 
which  Truth  is  convey'd  to  the  Mind. 

XVII.  Then  an  affent  to  Evidence  is  a  Fit¬ 
nefs  of  things. 
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SECT.  IV. 


TH  E  Word  Reafon  is  ufcd  in  many  Senfes 
in  the  Englifh  Language,  of  all  which 
the  two  following  ones  are  only  to  my  pur- 
pofe. 

Def.  I. Reafon,  when  apply'd  to  thingsmay 
properly  hand  for  a  Fitnefs  of  the  End,  and 
a  Fitnefs  of  Means  to  the  End. 

II.  Reafon,  when  apply'd  to  fenfible  Beings,  j 
hands  for  a  particular  Exercife  of  the  Powers  j 
and  Faculties  of  iuch  Beings.  And  that  parti-  | 
cular  Exercife  of  the  Powers  and  Faculties  of  j 
fenfibie  Beings,  by  which  they  difcern  what 
will  contribute  to  the  good  and  happinefs  of 
fenfibie  Beings,  and  by  which  they  dired  their 
Powers  and  Faculties  agreeable  to  this  End, 
may  properly  be  called  Reafon.  It  will 
follow, 

i.  That  whatever  is  fit  is  rcafonable. 

2.  That  it's  rcafonable,  fenfibie  Beings  fhou'd 
be  happy. 

3.  That  all  thofe  Means,  which  conduce 
to  the  happinefs  of  lcnfible  Beings,  are  rea- 
fonable. 

4.  That  true  Notions  in  the  Minds  of  fen- 
fible  Beings  are  Notions  according  to  Reafon. 

5.  That  Adions  of  fenfibie  Beings  agreea¬ 
ble  to  true  Notions  are  Adions  according  to 
Reafon.  6.  That 
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6.  That  Actions  of  fenfible  Beings  which 
contribute  to  the  good  and  fiappinefs  of  fen- 

!  fible  Beings  are  Adions  according  to  Reafon. 

7.  That  Adions  of  fenfible  Beings,  which 
contribute  to  the  pain  and  mifery  of  fenfible 

ji  Beings,  are  Adions  contrary  to  Reafon. 

SS.  That  Adions  of  fenfible  Beings,  which 
contribute  to  their  own  Happinefs,  are  Adions 
r  according  to  Reafon. 

j  9-  That  Adions  of  fenfible  Beings,  which 
contribute  to  their  own  Pain  or  Mifery,  are 
Adions  contrary  to  Reafon. 

10.  That  an  Examination  into  the  Being, 

1  Nature  and  Relations  of  things,  the*  finding 
out  Connedions,  making  clear  Dedudions 
from  felf  evident  Truths,  finding  out  Means 
or  Mediums  capable  of  conveying  Truth  to 
J  the  Mind,  and  affenting  to  that  Truth  which 
1  thefe  Means  or  Mediums  are  capable  of  com 
!  veying,  is  a  Bufinefs  of  Reafon. 

11.  That  an  Affent  to  Evidence  is  an  AT 
’  fent  according  to  Reafon. 

12.  That  whoever  does  not,  as  far  as  he  has 
Ability,  fearch  out  the  Means  to  Happinefs,  is 
!  irrational. 

1 3  *  That  whoever  does  not  make  ufe  of 
ithofe  Means,  when  found,  is  irrational . 

'  14.  That  when  a  Propofition  is  propofed, 

which  if  true,  will  affed  our  Happinefs  in 

A  4  ths 


the  higheft  degree,  it  is  highly  irrational  not 
to  examine  whether  it  be  true  or  not. 

15-  That  in  order  to  a  rational  affent 
to  particular  Propofitions,  it  is  requifite  to  \ 
confider  what  kind  of  evidence  Propofitions 
of  this  nature  are  capable  of. 

That  is,  in  order  to  obtain  an  End,  it  is 
rational  to  confider  by  what  means  it  may  be 
obtain'd:  and  as  feme  Truths  are  capable  of 
Demonftration,  and  can  have  the  Teftimony 
of  our  own  Senfes,  and  others  can  only  be 
fupported  by  Moral  Proof  or  Probability,  the 
Teftimony  of  the  Senfes  of  others  and  ap¬ 
pearance  of  things,  it  is  rational  before  we 
affent  to  particular  Propofitions  to  confider 
what  kind  of  Evidence  fuch  Propofitions  are 
capable  of. 

1 6.  That  it's  irrational  to  exped  that  kind 
of  Evidence  of  Propofitions  which  the  nature 
of  fuch  Propofitions  will  not  admit. 

17.  That  when  Moral  Proof  or  Probabili¬ 
ty  is  the  only  Evidence  that  certain  Propo¬ 
fitions  are  capable  of,  this  ought  as  much  to* 
determine  the  Affent  as  Demonftration. 

An  Affent  to  Evidence  is  an  Affent  accord¬ 
ing  to  Reafon  5  and  a  Diffent  from  Evidence 
is  a  Diffent  contrary  to  Reafon :  and  the  ir¬ 
rationality  of  the  Diffent  confifts  in  the  diffent- 
ing  from  evidence,  as  fuch,  be  that  Evidence}! 
what  it  will* 
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SECT.  V, 

THAT  the  Chriftian  Religion  is  a  Di¬ 
vine  Revelation,  is  a  Propofition,  whcih 
if  true  will  affcft  out  happinefs  in  the  higheft 
Degree ;  it  is  then  highly  irrational  not  to 
iconltder  whether  it  be  true  or  not. 

That  if  the  Chriftian  Religion  be  true,  the 
happinefs  of  all  thofe,  to  whom  it  is  pro- 
mulged,  mull  confift  in  believing  this  <Reli- 
gion  and  obeying  it’s  Precepts,  is  evident  from 
the  Nature  of  this  Religion  and  its  repeated 
Declarations ;  it  muft  be  then  highly  irratio¬ 
nal  not  to  examine  whether  it  be  true  or 
not. 

In  order  then  to  find  whether  the  Chri- 
iftian  Religion  be  a  Divine  Revelation,  we 
will  go  to  the  very  bottom  of  things ;  and 
firft  fee  what  is  our  Evidence  of  a  God  :  And 
before  we  examine  whether  a  certain  fuppoled 
.Being  has  reveal’d  himfelf,  we  will  confider 
i  whether  we  have  realon  to  believe,  that  thcic 
is  really  fuch  a  Being. 


SECT. 
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SECT.  VE 

Enquiry  the  ift.  What  is  our  Evidence  of  j 
a  God? 

i 

: 

IN  the  firft  place  then  we  find  the  Mind 
empty  and  void,  without  any  innate  Ideas 
of  fiich  a  Being,  or  any  Notion  of  a  God,  till 
it  afcends  to  it  by  that  which  is  the  Bafis  of  i 
all  Knowledge,  Ideas  of  Senfation. 

And  as  there  are  no  innate  Ideas  of  a  God, 
fo  Kkcwife  we  can  have  no  proof  of  fuch  a  | 
Being  a  priori  ;  and  if  there  is  really  fuch  a  j 
Being,  we  can  only  come  to  a  Knowledge  of 
his  Exiftence  from  a  Confideration  of  the  ex- 
Jftence  of  things. 

We  then  perceive  and  feel  that  certain  things 
do  cxift,  which  things  we  find  muft  exift  ei¬ 
ther  with,  or  without  a  Caufe.  If  they  exift  \ 
without  a  Caufe,  then  it  follows  that  they 
muft  have  exifted  eternally,  it  being  certain 
that  nothing  can  have  a  beginning  without  a 
Caufe.  If  they  exift  with  a  Caufe,  then  we , 
muft  confider,  what  can  be  the  Caufe  of  their 
exiftence. 

The  queftion  then  is,  whether  we  have  rea- ; 
fon  to  think,  that  the  things  which  we  fee  j 
and  perceive  do  exift,  exifted  eternally  with-j 
out  a  Caufe,  or  whether  there  is  a  Caufe  of  j 

their  j 
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I -heir  Exiftence.  The  moft  likely  Method  to 
btain  fatisfadion  in  this  Point  is  to  confider 
le  things  that  do  exift,  and  what  we  know 
f  the  manner  of  their  Exiftence. 

And  here  we  find  certain  Chains  of  Caufes 
nd  Effeds,  and  many  parts  of  this  Syftem 
wing  their  Exiftence  to  a  preceeding  Caufe  5 
onfequently  we  cannot  with  any  poillbility 
f  Rcafon  affert,  that  the  whole  Syftem  exifts 
without  a  Caufe.  Thus,  if  the  Body  *  pro- 
tices  the  Body  y,  and  the  Body  j,  the  Body 
yet  ftill  there  muft  be  a  Caufe  of  the  pro- 
udion  of  otherwife  there  would  be  a  be- 
inning  without  a  Caufe,  which  is  impollible  : 
etAnd  if  there  muft  be  a  Caufe  of  the  Produ¬ 


ction  of  the  Body  at,  that  is,  if  there  muft 
be  a  Caufe  of  every  Link  in  a  certain  Chain 
or  Series  of  Caufes  and  Effeds,  then  the 
whole  Chain  or  Series  of  Caufes  and  Effeds 
cannot  exift  without  Caufe. 

Nay,  from  feeing  and  confidering  the  mam 
1  ner  of  the  Exiftence  of  this  Syftem,  and  that 
many  of  the  parts  of  it  in  every  period  of 
Time  are  caufed,  we  find  it  no  lets  than  a 
Contradidion  to  affert  that  the  whole  Syftem 
exifts  without  a  Caufe :  And  to  affert  that 
certain  parts  of  a  Syftem  do  not  exift  without 
|  Caufe,  yet  that  the  whole  Syftem  exifts  without 
Caufe  is  the  fame  as  to  affert  that  the  parts 
do  not  belong  to  the  whoje  5  that  A  is  not  a 

Letter 


1  % 


E  n  QJJ  try  into  the 


Letter,  B  not  a  Letter,  C  not  a  Letter,  and  1 
yet  all  three  Letters.  1 1 

Again,  Thofe  who  affert,  that  this  Syfteml 
exifts  without  Caufe,  affert  that  this  Syftem  | 
always  exifted  in  the  fame  manner,  that  it  i 
does  now  exift  5  then  thofe  who  affert  that 
this  Syftem  exifts  without  Caufe,  muft  either  f 
affert  that  every  part  of  this  Syftem  this  mo-  \ 
meat  exifts  without  Caufe,  which  they  know  tc 
be  a  dired  falfity  5  (they  being  able  themfelves  jj 
to  tell  the  Caufe  of  the  Exiftence  of  many  things  | 
in  this  Syftem  5)  or  that  the  parts  do  not  be*  S| 
long  to  the  whole,  which  is  an  exprefs  Con- 
tradidion.  | 

Now  then,  when  we  fee  that  many  of  the 
parts  of  this  Syftem  do  not  exift  without 
Caufe  5  when  the  contrary  Opinion,  (the  O- 
pinion  that  this  Syftem  exifts  without  Caufe,;  i 
involves  us  in  dired  Falfities  or  Contradf 
dions,  and  is  fupported  by  no  one  fhew  ol 
Reafon  whatfoever;  we  muft,  if  we  deter-;! 
mine  according  to  evidence  and  the  reafon  oi  ; 
Things,  determine,  that  this  Syftem  does  not 
exift  without  Caufe,  and  confequently  has  not  | 
exifted  eternally. 

Again  2 dly,  A  material  Syftem,  which  is  1 
compos’d  of  Parts  that  are  changeable,  cannot!  I 
exift  without  a  Caufe,  diftind  from,  as  weft  I 
as  prior  to,  fuch  a  Syftem.  j 

Wherever  there  is  a  Change ,  there  muft 
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be  a  Caufe  of  that  Change;  otherwife  there 
would  be  a  Beginning  without  a  Caufe.  Now 
the  Caufe  of  this  Change  muft  be  in  the  Ma¬ 
terials  of  the  Syftem,  or  in  fomething  which  is 
|  not  the  Materials  of  the  Syftem.  But  the 
Caufe  of  this  Change  cannot  be  in  the  Mate¬ 
rials  of  this  Syftem  5  for  then  there  would  be 
:a  Beginning  without  a  Caufe :  And  as  every 
Change  in  a  material  Syftem  is  made  in  a 
certain  Period  of  Time,  and  owes  it’s  Produ- 
r  dion  to  a  preceeding  Caufe ;  could  the  Ma¬ 
terials  of  a  Syftem  of  themfelves  produce  this 
^Change,  there  would  be  a  Beginning  without 

Caufe,  which  is  impoflible. 

And  if  the  Caufe  of  change  in  a  material 
Syftem  cannot  be  in  itfelf,  then  it  follows,  that 


if  there  is  a  Change  in  a  material  Syftem,  it 


muft  be  caufed  by  fomething  diftind  from » 

■  as  well  as  prior  to,  all  the  Changes  in  this 
Syftem. 

The  fame  will  be  the  Cafe  as  to  Motion 
jn  a  material  Syftem.  There  is  no  Motion 
^but  what  is  the  EfFed  of  a  former  Motion ; 
confequently  there  is  no  Motion  in  fuch  a 
Syftem  which  has  been  from  Eternity,  or  that 
has  not  been  caufed  :  Now  the  Cauie  of  Mo¬ 
tion  in  a  material  Syftem  cannot  be  in  the 
1  material  Syftem  it  felf,  it  being  impoflible  for 
Matter  to  begin  Motion;  and  to  fuppofe  Mat¬ 
ter  to  begin  Motion  is  to  fuppofe  a  Beginning 

with- 
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without  a  Caufe.  Confcquently  there  muft  , 
be  a  Caufe  of  Motion  in  a  material  Syftem  \ 
prior  to  and  diftind  from  fuch  a  Syftem. 

idly.  From  the  Imperfedion,  that  is,  the 
Unhappinefs,  which  we  fee  in  this  Syftem,  it  is 
evident  that  it  did  not  exift  without  a  Caufe. 

Thus  particularly,  Man  is  a  Being  that  cannot 
exift  but  in  pain  or  mifery  without  the  fup- 
port  and  affiftance  of  other  Beings  or  Things: 

t 


But  there  can  be  no  pain  or  mifery  without 
Caufe,  which  Caufe  muft  be  Wants  and  De- 


feds  in  the  nature  of  a  Being,  who  cannot 


exift  but  in  pain  or  mifery  without  the  fup; 
port  and  affiftance  of  other  Beings  or  Things, 
but  there  can  be  no  Wants  or  Defeds  with  ' 
out  caufe,  Wants  or  Defeds  being  manifeft  j 
ly  Effeds  of  certain  Compofitions  of  Natun  I 
or  Caufes.  It  is  evident  then  that  a  Bein<>  I1 
who  cannot  exift  but  in  pain  or  mifery  with 
out  the  fupport  or  affiftance  of  other  Being* 
or  Things,  cannot  exift  without  caufe. 

Again  4 ly,  Man  is  not  only  a  Being  depen-, 
dent  for  happinefs,  but  likewife  for  his  very 
cxiftence,  on  which  account  it  is  demon- 
ftration,  that  he  could  not  exift  without  :i 
Caufe. 

Thus  we  find  Man  cannot  live  at  all  with! 
out  the  fupport  and  affiftance  of  other  Being* 
and  Things,  and  that  there  is  fomething  oup 
of  himfelf,  which  is  ncceflary  to  his  verr 

exiftenci, 
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fexiftence.  A  Being  then,  who  cannot  live 
lt  all  without  the  fupport  and  affiftance  of 
)ther  Beings  or  Things,  might  never  have 
jxifted  or  might  ceafe  to  exift  ?  confequently 
cannot  exift  without  Caufe.  And  to  aftert  that 
k  Being,  who  cannot  exift  at  all  without  the 
Support  and  affiftance  of  other  Beings  or  Things, 
cxifts  without  Caufe,  is  to  aftert  a  diredh  and 
cxprefs  Contradidion. 

f  Further,  from  the  Frame  and  Conftitution 
ihf  this  Syftem  it  is  evident,  that  it  did  not 
i  [exift  without  Caufe. 

A  Syftem  that  never  had  a  Beginning,  never 
i lean  have  an  End ;  and  if  it  has  exifted  from 
Ml  Eternity  it  muft  eidft  to  all  Eternity  5  other- 
iitwife  there  wou’d  be  a  Caufe  of  the  deftru- 
alftion  of  fomething  which  exifts  without  Caufe, 
(which  is  impoffible.  But  from  the  nature  and 
conftitution  of  Things  5  the  Decreafe  of  Fluids 
in  the  Planets  5  and  of  light  and  bulk  in  the 
Sun  and  fixt  Stars ;  and  from  the  reftftance 
[that  is  made  to  the  Motions  of  the  heavenly 
Bodies,  it  is  evident  that  this  Syftem  cannot 
exift  eternally,  and  therefore,  it  has  not  exi¬ 
fted  eternally  or  without  Caufe. 

The  Argument  againft  the  Eternity  of  this 
iyftem  from  the  Novelty  of  Hiftory,  known 
rife  and  progrefs  of  Arts  and  Sciences,  late 
cultivation  and  civilizing  of  Nations,  frnall 
increafe  of  Mankind  dre,  tho'  often  in  lifted 
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on,  yet  I  take  to  be  a  fallacy,  and  fo  fhall  let  1 
it  pafs ;  only  put  thofe  who  make  ufe  of  it  j 
in  Mind,  that  every  Period  of  Time  has  equal 
relation  to  Eternity;  and  that  fuppofing  this ] 1 
Syftem  has  exifted  eternally,  there  can  no  one 
Reafon  be  afligned  why  Hiftory  fhould  not  f 
begin,  Arts  and  Sciences  be  invented,  Nations  f 
civilized,  and  Mankind  be  of  fuch  a  certain  ;  1 
Number  in  this  Age,  as  well  as  a  thoufand  51 
Ages  ago;  confequently  what  may  with  equal 
Reafon  be  offered  in  every  Age,  can  have  nc  j 
particular  Force  in  any  ftngle  one.  Indeed  it 
we  can  prove,  that  there  can  be  no  new  In*  J 
ventions,  no  progrefs  in  Arts  and  Sciences  5 
drc.  in  a  material  Syftem,  that  exifts  without  \ 
Caufe  and  has  exifted  from  all  Eternity  (which  j 
perhaps  may  not  be  fo  hard  a  Task  as  is?  I 


imagin’d,)  then  new  Inventions  &c.  will  be  ol 


fome  ufe  to  us  in  the  prefent  Argument.  But j 
tho’  this  Argument  will  not  hold  as  it  is* : 
urged,  yet  rightly  put  it  will  be  of  fervice  j i 
and  if  we  can  fhew,  as  we  certainly  can,  that  ; 
the  appearance  of  every  Thing,  which  we  fee 
in  this  Syftem,  exa&ly  agrees  with  the  Hifto-  ' 
ry  which  we  have  of  it’s  original;  then  thefe  v 
new  Inventions  (jrc.  are  a  proof  to  us  that 
this  is  a  true  Hiftory.  Thus,  we  have  an  acw ! 
count  that  about  6ooo  Years  ago  this  Syftem 
was  framed ;  and  the  progrefs  of  Arts  and, 
Sciences,  known  rife  of  Hiftory,  Cultivation 
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of  Nations,  Number  of  Mankind  &c.  exact¬ 
ly  answers  to  this  account  of  Things;  and 
fuppoiing  this  Syftetn  did  really  begin  to  exift 
at  that  Time,  we  may  really  expe&  the  whole 
Appearance  of  Things  would  be  as  we  now 
find  them.  Here  then  is  a  ftrong  Argument 
that  the  Hiftory  of  the  Creation  is  a  true  HE 
ftory,  and  that  this  Syftem  did  not  exift  eter¬ 
nally. 

It  being  then  fully  evident  that  this  Syftem 
did  not  exift  without  Caufe,  the  next  Enquiry 
is,  what  is  the  Caufe  of  its  Exiftence. 

But,  before  I  come  to  this,  it  may  not  be 
improper  to  reply  to  what  may  poffibly  be 
urged  under  this  Head,  and  that  is,  That  tho 
the  Exiftence  of  this  Syftem  may  be  theEffcd 
of  a  Caufe,  yet  nothing  which  I  have  faid 
gives  reaion  to  conclude  that  the  Matter,  of 
which  it  is  compofed,  is  not  Eternal.  I  anfwer 
that  this  is  a  Point,  which  at  prefect  does  not 
at  all  concern  my  Enquiry.  If  there  is  a 
Being,  who  fitted  up  this  Syftem,  and  made 
Man  in  particular,  a  fenfible  Intelligent  Being 
capable  of  Pleafure  or  Pain,  I  have  the  full  of 
what  I  want  under  the  prefent  Argument  °> 
and  the  other  Enquiry  may  more  properly  be 
made  afterwards,  when  perhaps  we  may  have 
more  data. 

To  return,  We  have  full  fatisfa&ion  thaf 
the  prefent  Syftem  of  the  Univerfe  does  not 
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exift  without  Caufe.  The  Queftion  then  is, 
what  is  the  Caufe  of  its  Exiftence. 

Now  the  Caufe  of  its  Exiftence  cannot  be 
in  it  felf :  for  then  a  Thing  would  be  before 
it  was  ;  which  is  a  Contradiction.  Then  it 
follows  that  fome  other  Being  is  the  Caufe  of 
its  Exiftence.  The  next  Queftion,  is,  who  is 
this  Being  that  is  the  Caufe  of  the  Exiftence 
of  this  SyftemS  We-muft  find  a  Caufe,  and  a 
Caufe  equal  to  the  E fifed. 

i.  Now  then  as  whatever  began  to  exift,muft 
owe  its  Exiftence  to  fome  preceeding  Caufe, 
that  Caufe  if  it  has  not  exifted  Eternally  mufl 
likewife  owe  it's  Exiftence  to  fome  other  pre-  ; 
ceeding  Caufe,  and  that  to  another,  and  fo 
on,  till  we  afeend  to  a  Being  who  exifts  ab- 
folutely  without  Caufe  and  is  Eternal .  And 
that  there  is  fuch  a  Being  is  evident  5  other- 
wife  as  nothing  could  begin  to  exifl:  without 
a  Caufe,  fo  nothing  that  is  not  Eternal  could 
ever  have  exifted. 

As  then  we  are  furc,  that  the  material  World 
does  exift,  and  that  it  docs  not  exift  without 
Caufe,  but  owes  it's  Exiftence  to  fome  other 
Being,  we  are  fure  likewife,  that  that  other 
Being,  if  he  does  not  exift  without  Caufe,  yet 
derives  his  Exiftence  from  one  that  does,  and 
that  the  Being  to  whom  this  Syftcm  and  o-  \ 
ther  Beings,  who  exift  with  a  Caufe,  owe  their  , 
Exiftence,  is  a  Being  who  exifts  abfolutely 
Without  Caufe  and  is  Eternal .  And 
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And  having  faid  thus  much,  and  that  the 
Being  who  is  the  Fountain  of  Exiftence  to  all 
1  Beings  and  things  not  Eternal*  exifts  without 
\  Cauie,  we  have  faid  all  that  can  properly  be 
faid  upon  this  Head,  it  being  impoflible  that 
|  we  fhould  have  arty  Ideas,  which  can  lead  us  to 
1  a  Knowledge  of  the  manner  of  his  Exiftence. 
And  as  the  Knowledge  we  have  of  fueh  a  Being 
is  wholly  founded  on  our  knowledge  of  the  Ex* 
iftence  of  things,  it  is  impoflible  we  fhould  have 
j  any  knowledge  of  this  Being,  to  which  the 
i  Exiftence  of  things  does  not  lead  u$.  But  the 
Exigence  of  things,  which  exift  with  a  Caufe, 
cannot  pofllbly  lead  us  to  the  knowledge  of 
[  the  manner  of  Exiftence  of  a  Being,  who  exifts 
without  Caufei  Here  then  is  our  Enquiry  to 
flop. 

St  2.  But  tho*  the  Exiftence  of  things,  which 
(1  exift  with  a  Caufe,  will  not  lead  us  to  a  Know- 
i  ledge  of  the  manner  of  Exiftence  of  a  Beings 
who  exifts  without  Caufe  5  yet  they  will  in 
i  fome  meafure  lead  us  to  a  Knowledge  of  the 
;  Nature  of  this  Being;  and  front  Effed  we 
may  juftly  argue  to  the  Caufe. 

Thus,  As  from  the  Exiftence  of  things,  we 
f  £re  fure  that  there  is  a  Being  who  exifts  with¬ 
out  Caufe,  and  is  Eternal;  fo  likewife  we 
f  find  that  he  mu  ft  be  Independent. 

Independency  is  included  in  the  Notion 
of  exifting  without  Caufe;  and  to  afiert  that 
I  •  ^  B  2  a  Being 
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a  Being  who  cxifts  without  Caufe,  is  depen¬ 
dent,  is  to  aflert  an  exprets  Contradidiojxi  it 
is  to  aifert  that  a  Being,  that  depends  on  no 
Being  or  Thing  for  Exiftcnce,  does  depend  on 
feme  Being  or  Thing  for  Exigence. 

3<  This  independent  Being  muft  be  Un¬ 
changeable,  that  is,  he  muft  be  always  the 
fame,  ad  by  the  fame  Laws,  and  be  uncapa- 
ble  of  being  different  at  one  time  from  what 
he  is  at  another. 

As  all  Changes  whatsoever  are  made  in  a 

<0 

certain  period  of  Time,  fo  muft  they  be  ow¬ 
ing  to  a  preceeding  Caufe,  which  Caufe  if 
not  diredly  the  firft  Being,  yet  muft  derive 
it’s  exiftence  from  Him,  he  being  the  original 
Caufe  of  every  Change  that  is  made  in  any 
period  of  Time.  And  if  he  is  the  Caufe  of 
every  Change  that  is  made  in  any  period  of 
Time,  then  the  Caufe  of  Change  muft  be  in 
Himfclf  or  no  where  5  but  there  can  be  no 
Caufe  of  Change  in  Himfclf,  the  manner  of. 
his  fxiftcnce  being  without  Caufe.  Then  it 
follows  that  a  Being,  who  cxifts  without  Caufe, 
is  Unchangeable.  •  { 

4.  This  Being  muft  be  Intelligent . 

When  we  fee  a  Machine  compofed  of  fe-  - 
veral  Parts,  which  regularly  and  conftantly  do 
diftind  Offices,  and  all  concur  to  one  grand 
Ufc  or  End,  wc  pronounce  it  to  be  thcEffed 
of  Intelligence  5  having  obferved  like  Efreds 

to 


; 

Evidence  of  a  God .  zi 

to  be  owing  to  like  Caufes,  and  knowing  no 
other  Caufe  capable  of  producing  like  Effefts. 
When  then  we  fee  the  grand  Machine  of 
J  the  Univerfe  compofed  of  a  vaft  variety  of 
Parts,  which  all  do  diftinft  Offices,  and  con- 

E  cur  to  one  grand  Ufe  or  End,  if  we  don't 
pronounce  this  the  Effeft  of  Intelligence,  we 
are  in  our  determination  dircftly  inconfi- 
ftent  with  our  felves  and  with  conftant  Expe¬ 
rience. 

We  have  then  rcafon  to  believe  the  Uni¬ 
verfe  the  Effeft  of  Intelligence,  or  have  no 
reafon  to  believe  any  Machine,  which  we  did 
not  fee  the  framing  of,  the  Effeft  of  Intel¬ 
ligence. 

Again,  not  only  the  Nature  of  Things  which 
do  exift,  and  the  manner  of  their  Exiftence 
t  lead  us  to  an  Intelligent  Caufe,  but  likewife 
Intelligence  being  in  this  Syftem,  it  is  from 
!  thence  evident  that  the  Caufe  of  this  Syftem 

Iis  Intelligent. 

It  is  impoffible  for  a  Being  to  give  a  Per- 
feftion,  which  he  poffeffes  not  himfelf :  for 
then  the  Effeft  would  be  more  perfeft  than 
the  Caufe,  or  rather  there  would  be  an  Effeft 
without  a  Caufe,  which  is  impoffible.  And 
to  affert  that  Unintelligence  can  give  Intelli¬ 
gence  is  to  affert,  that  there  may  be  an  Effeft 
without  a  Caufe* 
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5.  This  Being  muft  be  Powerful. 

We  are  fure  that  the  Power  of  this  Being 
muft  be  equal  to  the  Effects  of  it  5  that  is,  He 
muft  be  capable  of  making  and  fuftaining  a 
World  :  becaufe  in  fad:  he  has  done  it.  We 
are  fure  likewife,  as  he  exifts  without  Caufe, 
that  his  Power  muft  be  unlimited  by  any  Be* 
ingSj,  who  derive  their  Exiftence  from  Him ; 
that  none  of  his  own  Creatures  can  refift  his 
Power :  for  then  He  would  give  a  Perfection 
which  he  pofiefs’d  not  Himfelf  5  there  would 
be  an  Effeft  without  a  Caufe,  or  a  Beginning 
without  a  Caufe,  which  is  impoflible.  And 
this  is  full  enough  for  us  at  prefent  under  a 
general  confideration  of  his  Power. 

6.  He  muft  be  Perfect ,  that  is,  He  muft  be 
Happy  in  himfelf  $  and  in  all  his  Actings  with 
other  Beings  always  aft  according  to  Reafon 
or  a  Fitnefs  of  things  5  or  contribute  to  their 
good  and  happinefs. 

The  mcafure  of  Perfection  of  fcnftble  Beings  - 
is  the  Happinefs  of  fcnftble  Beings ;  and  that 
is  the  mod  perfect  Being,  who  is  mod  happy 
in  himfelf,  and  who  contributes  moft  to  the 
happinefs  of  fcnftble  Beings. 

Now  a  Being,  who  exifts  without  Caufe, 
muft  be  happy  in  himfelf 5  becaufe  there  can 
be  no  Unhappinefs,  no  pain  or  rnifery  with¬ 
out  Caufe  :  but  there  can  be  no  Caufe  of  ) 
happinefs  to  a  Being  whofe  manner  of  Ex-  j 
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iftence  is  without  Caufe  $  confequently  a  feir 
fible,  Intelligent  Being  who  exifts  without 
Caufe,  mud  be  happy,  that  is,  enjoy  Pleafnre 
without  any  interruption  of  Pain. 

Again,  as  this  Being  is  an  Independent  Be- 

Iing,  ’tis  evident  he  mud  be  a  Happy  one; 

Independency  in  a  fenfible  Being  including 
t  Happinefs.  And,  as  there  can  be  no  Unhap- 
i  pinefs  without  Caufe,  to  affert  that  an  Inde- 
j;  pendent  Being  is  not  happy,  is  to  affert  that 

t  he  is  a  Dependent  one. 

And  further.  This  Being  muft  not  only  be 
<  happy,  that  is  enjoy  Pleafure  without  any  In¬ 
terruption  of  Pain  5  but  likewife  he  muft  be 
perfedlv  happy,  that  is,  enjoy  the  higheft  de¬ 
gree  of  Pleafure  that  fenfible  Beings  are  capa¬ 
ble  of,  without  any  Interruption  of  Pain. 

A  Being  who  exifts  without  Caufe,  exifts 
independently,  that  is,  He  enjoys  a  Happinefs 
which  no  dependent  Beings  are  capable  of; 
and  if  He  enjoys  a  Happinefs  which  no  de¬ 
pendent  Beings  are  capable  of,  He  exifts  in  a 
better  manner  of  Exiftence  than  any  dependent 
Beings  exift  5  and  if  He  exifts  in  a  better  manner 
of  Exiftence  than  any  Dependent  Beings, and  has 
?  no  interruption  of  Pain,  He  exifts  in  the  belt 
manner  of  Exiftence,  and  is  perfe&ly  happy. 

Again,  a  Being  who  is  the  Fountain  of  Ex¬ 
iftence  to  other  fenfible  Beings,  muft  enjoy 

Ethe  higheft  Degree  of  Happinefs  that  fenfible 
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Beings  are  capable  of  5  and  to  aflcrt  that 
Beings  who  derive  their  Exiftence  and  Hap- 
pinefs  from  another  Being,  are  yet  more  hap¬ 
py  than  that  Being,  is  to  affert  that  there  may  j| 
be  an  Effed  without  a  Caufe. 

And  as  a  Being  who  exifts  without  Caufe 
muft  be  happy  in  himfelf,  fo  muft  he  in  all  i 
his  adings  with  other  fenfible  Beings  ad  ac-  | 
cording  to  Reafon  or  a  Fitnefs  of  things,  that 
is,  contribute  to  their  good  and  Happinefs. 

There  can  be  no  deviations  from  Reafon  with-  jj 
out  Caufe,  which  Caufe  muft  be  Wants  and 
Defeds  in  the  Nature  of  a  Being  Vho  thus 
deviates  from  Reafon  5  from  either  his  being  I; 
Unable  to  difcern  the  Fitnefs  of  things,  or 
from  his  being  Unwilling  or  Unable  to  ad  ac¬ 
cording  to  thefe  Fitnefles.  But  there  can  be  I 
no  Wants  or  Defeds  without  Caufe,  (Wants 
and  Defeds  being  manifeftly  the  Effeds  of 
certain  particular  Compofitions  or  Caufes.) 

It  follows  then,  that  a  Being  who  exifts  with-* 
out  Caufe  muft  be  free  from  Wants  and  De¬ 
feds  $  and  if  He  is  free  from  Wants  and  De¬ 
feds,  then  muft  He  in  all  his  Adings  with 
fenfible  Beings  always  ad  according  to  Rea¬ 
fon  or  a  Fitnefs  of  things,  that  is,  contribute 
to  their  good  and  happinefs. 

Again,  The  abfurdity  and  impoffibility  of  1 
a  Beings  deviating  from  Reafon  who  exifts’ 
without  Caufe,  further  appears  by  conftdering  1 
his  other  Attributes  Thus, 
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Thus,  were  this  Being  in  any  Inftance  to 
deviate  from  Reafon,  itmuft,  as  has  been  ob- 
ferved,  be  either  from  want  of  Ability  to  dif- 
icern  a  Fitnefs  of  things,  or  from  want  of 
Will  or  Power  to  aft  agreeably  to  thefe  Fit- 
(nefies.  But  this  Being  cannot  poffibly  want 
an  Ability  to  difcern  a  Fitnefs  of  things,  be- 
caufe  He’s  an  Intelligent  Being  and  Author  of 
the  Exigence  of  other  Beings ;  and  as  a  Being 
cannot  be  Intelligent,  nor  fo  much  as  fenfible, 
without  knowing  that  Pleafure  is  preferable 
to  Pain,  it  is  not  poffible,  an  Intelligent  Being 
fhould  form  other  fenfiblc  Beings,  give  them 
their  Nature,  yet  be  ignorant  of  that  Nature, 
not  know  what  He  himfelf  forms,  what  will 
contribute  to  the  Pleafure  and  Pain  of  fucti 
Beings. 

And  as  an  Intelligent  Being,  who  exifts  with¬ 
out  Caufe,  cannot  poffibly  want  an  Ability 
to  difcern  a  Fitnefs  of  things  5  fo  neither  can 
He  poffibly  want  a  Will  toad  agreeably  to  thefe 
Fitneffes :  for  this  would  be  to  will  Evil,  as  Evil, 
which  a  Being  free  from  Wants  and  Defe&s 
cannot  poffibly  do  5  to  will  the  Imperfection 
of  his  own  Works;  to  will  Evil  without  any 
(  Motive  to  will  it,  it  being  impoffible  for  a  happy 
Being  to  have  any  Motive  to  will  Evil ;  to 
will  Evil  contrary  to  a  Motive  not  to  will  it, 
the  Happinefs  of  this  Being  being  a  Motive  to 
|  Him  to  will  Good 
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Again,  A  Being  who  cxifts  without  Caufe, 
muft  by  virtue  of  his  Unchangeablenefs,  if 
He  will'd  Evil  as  Evil,  or  will'd  contrary  to 
Reafon  and  a  Fitnefsof  things,  will  Evil  per¬ 
petually  and  univerfally,  the  Effed  of  which 
to  this  Syftem,  (provided  he  had  Power  to 
execute  what  he  wills)  would  be  universal  Mi- 
fery  and  Confufion  in  it.  But  there  is  not 
univerlal  Mifery  and  Confufion  in  this  Syftem: 
on  the  contrary,  many  fenfible  Beings  in  it 
are  enjoying  great  Pleafure  and  Satisfaction, 
and  all  of  them  have  fomething given  them  for 
Delight  and  Pleafure.  Then  it  follows,  that 
cither  this  Being  docs  not  will  Evil,  &c.  or 
that  he  has  not  power  to  execute  what  he 
Wills :  but  he  has  power  to  execute  what  he 
wills,  as  will  appear  prefently  5  then  it  follows 
that  he  does  not  will  Evil  or  will  con¬ 
trary  to  Reafon  or  a  Fitnefs  of  things. 

That  this  Being  has  Power  to  execute  what 
he  wills  towards  fenfible  Beings,  who  owe 
their  Exigence  to  him,  is  evident  from  the 
Relation  betwixt  Him  and  fuch  Beings  5  and 
to  fuppofe  that  the  thing  made  can  have  Power 
over  the  Maker  is  to  fuppofe,  as  has  been  al¬ 
ready  feen,  an  Effed  without  a  Caufe,  or  a 
Beginning  without  a  Caufe  which  is  an  Impof- 
fibility. 

Yet  further,  a  Power  to  execute  what  He  wills  * 
Is  eflential  to  the  Perfed  Happinefs  of  a  fenfible  i 

Being :  j 
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Being  :  as  then  the  Supreme  Being  is  a  happy 
Being,  he  muft  have  Power  to  execute  what 
He  wills;  and  to  afiert  otherwife,  and  that 
the  Supreme  Being  is  pcrfcdly  happy,  yet 
has  not  Power  to  execute  what  He  wills,  is 
to  affert  an  exprefs  Contradiction  ;  to  will  and 
not  be  able  to  execute  being  a  degree  of  un- 
'ihappinefs. 

4  It  is  evident  then,  that  a  Being,  who  exifts 
■  without  Caufe,  muft  have  Power  to  execute 
what  He  wills. 

As  then  it  is  impoffible  for  an  Intelligent 
Being  who  exifts  without  Caufe,  not  to  know 
the  FitndTes  of  things,  or  to  will  contrary  to 
thefe  FitndTes,  or  to  want  a  Power  to  execute 
what  He  wills,  it  is  impoffible  for  fuch  a  Be¬ 
ing  to  ad  contrary  to  reafon  or  a  Fitnefs  of 
things,  which  is  the  Point  I  am  proving. 

Particularly,  as  this  Being  has  made  fenfible 
Beings,  fo  muft  he  have  made  them  capable 
of  obtaining  Happinefs,  and  can  by  no  future 
ad  with  fuch  Beings  ever  defeat  them  of  any 
Happinefs,  which  He  has  made  them  capable 
of  obtaining ;  and  to  ad  otherwife  would  be 
to  ad  diredly  contrary  to  reafon  or  a  Fitnefs 
of  things,  by  caufiug  Pain  to  fenfible  Be¬ 
ings. 

If  it  be  faid,  that  a  Being  ads  according 
to  Reafon  or  a  Fitnefs  of  Things,  when  he 
inereafes  hi$  own  Happinefs ;  that  the  making 
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of  fenfible  Beings,  tho*  uncapable  of  Happi¬ 
nefs,  might  add  to  the  Felicity  of  this  Being,  ; 
and  that  this  was  the  Motive  to  Him  to  make 
fenfible  Beings.  I  anfwer,  That  thofe  who 
aflert  this,  muft  aflert  that  perfed  Happinefs  may 
admit  of  increafe,  and  arife  from  Unhappinefs;  ' 
that  the  fame  Adion  may  be  fit  and  unfit, 
agreeable  and  contrary  to  Reafon  5  that  (as  be-  ; 
fore J  an  Intelligent  Being  may  delight  in  the 
Impcrfedion  of  his  own  Works  5  that  there 
may  be  Wants  and  Defeds  in  a  Being  who 
exifts  without  Caufe  ;  that  there  may  be  an  1 
Effcd  without  a  Caufe;  that  is,  they  muft  1 
aflert  Absurdities,  Impofilbilities,  and  Con-  ‘ 
rradidions. 

It  is  evident  then,  that  the  Being  who  ex-  • 
ifts  without  Caufe  muft  be  Happy  in  himfelf,  i 
and  in  ail  his  adings  with  other  fenfible  Be-  ! 
ings  ad  according  to  Reafon  or  a  Fitnefs  of  I 
Things,  that  is,  contribute  to  their  Good  and 
Happinefs.  And  having  faid  this,  we  have 
pronounced  Him  perfed  (all  Perfedion  being  * 
included  in  the  words  happy  and  rational ;)• 
and  we  only  call  Him  Juft,  Holy,  Wife,  Good, 
&c.  from  a  confideration  of  the  particular 
Manner  in  which  the  divine  Reafon  exerts  it 
felf. 

Thus  when  we  confider  him  uncapable  of  i 
making  fenfible  Beings  to  be  unhappy,  or  of] 
defeating  them  of  any  happinefs  which  he  has  , 

made 
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made  them  capable  of  obtaining,  we  call  him 
Juft;  when  laying  down  the  beft  End  and  purfu- 
ing  it  by  the  beft  Means,  Wife  5  when  by  no 
Adion  of  his  own  ever  fwerving  from  Rea¬ 
son,  Holy  5  and  by  confidering  the  Motive 
which  inclin'd  Him  to  make  lenftble  Beings, 
which  was,  that  he  might  communicate  Hap- 
ipinefs  to  them,  Good  :  yet  all  is  ftill  included 
when  we  fay  he  is  perfedly  happy  in  himfelf, 
and  with  regard  to  other  Beings  always  ads 


according  to  Reafon  or  a  Fitnefs  of  Things. 


7.  He  is 

By  Omniprefent,  I  mean  that  He  is  at  all 
times  fo  prefent  with  his  Works,  as  to  have 
a  per  fed  View  and  Knowledge  of  them;  and 
as  a  Wife  Being  could  not  make  a  Syftem, 
which  he  could  not  at  all  times  fuperviie,  go¬ 
vern  and  dired,  the  Supreme  Being,  beingWife, 
muft  be  able  to  do  this. 

8.  He  is  Omnifcient . 

That  is,  He  muft  know  the  Nature  and 
full  Powers  of  all  Beings  and  Things  which 
owe  their  Exiftence  to  Him.  1  his  is  a  Con- 
fequence  of  his  Intelligence  and  Wifdoin. 

Laftly,  He  muft  be  a  Free  Agent  and  not 
ad  by  Neceflity  but  Choice. 

That  this  Being  always  ads  by  fteady  urn 
variable  Rules,  which  Rules  are  according  to 


Reafon  or  a  Fitnefs  of  Things,  has  been 


al 
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the  Manner  of  his  exerting  his  Power  may  be 
free  and  under  no  Limitation  bcfides  that  of  his 
other  Attributes.  Thus,  Whether  he  fhould 
frame  or  not  frame  a  particular  Syftem,  of 
what  parts,  and  in  what  manner  compole  it,  \ 
this  entirely  depends  upon  himfelf. 

Now,  that  he  is  a  Free  Being  is  evident 
from  the  confidcration  of  his  Power,  which  \ 
can  have  no  limitation  befides  that  of  his  o-  ;j 
ther  Attributes.  And  as  he  has  made  and 
fuftain’d  this  Syftem,  nothing  could  have  hin¬ 
der’d  his  making  and  fuftaining  a  different  > 
Syftem  if  he  had  pleafed,  provided  he  aded  1 
according  to  Reafon  or  a  Fitnefs  of  Things  H 
in  fuch  a  Performance. 

Again,  unlefs  this  Being  is  a  Free  Agent,  j] 
he  is  an  impcrfed  defedive  Being:  but  he  is  «' 
iiot  an  impcrfed  defedive  Being,  therefore  he  | 
is  a  Free  Agent, 

Thus,  every  Man  naturally  thinks  himfelf  < 
a  Free  Agent,  and  agreeably  to  this  Opinion 
deliberates,  rejoices,  repents,  is  afhamed,  < 
but  Man  cannot  be  a  Free  Agent,  if  God 
is  not  fo  5  and  if  the  whole  Syftem  is  necef- 
fitated,  Man’s  Adions  likewife  muft  be  nc- 
ceflitated.  And  to  fay  otherwife,  and  that 
Man  may  be  a  Free  Agent,  and  God  not,  is 
to  fay,  that  the  Parts  do  not  belong  to  the 
whole,  that  a  Power  may  be  in  Man  which 
is  not  in  God,  or  that  there  may  be  an  Bffcd ! 
without  a  Caufe.  It  | 
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j  It  is  evident  then,  that  if  God  is  not  a  Free 
Agent,  Man  is  not  one;  and  if  Man  is  not 
a  Free  Agent,  then  Man  is  neceffitated  into 
Error;  neceffitated  to  think  himfelf  a  Free 
Agent  at  the  fame  time  that  he  is  a  neceflaiy 
one  :  That  is,  He  is  neceffitated  into  notions 
contrary  to  Reafon  and  a  Fitnefs  of  Things, 
And  if  Man  is  neceffitated  into  Notions  con¬ 
trary  to  Reafon  and  a  Fitnefs  of  Things, 
then  the  Being  who  thus  neceffitates  him  is 
an  imperfed  defedive  Being:  but  there  can 
be  no  Defects  or  Imperfection  without  Caufe  $ 
Confequently  a  Being,  whofe  Manner  of  Ex¬ 
igence  is  without  Caufe,  could  not  neceffitate 
Man  into  Error,  nor  yet  give  him  Faculties, 
aipon  the  due  Exercife  of  which  he  would 
naturally  be  led  into  it.  And  if  a  Being  who 
exifts  without  Caufe  could  neither  neceffitate 
Man  into  Error,  nor  give  him  Faculties  upon 
{the  due  Exercife  of  which  he  would  naturally 
jbe  led  into  it,  and  Man  naturally  thinks,  him¬ 
felf  a  Free  Agent;  then  it  follows  that  Man 
is  a  Free  Agent :  but  Man  cannot  be  a  Free 
Agent,  if  God  is  not  a  Free  Agent ;  it  follows, 
that  God  is  a  Free  Agent. 

There  are  many  other  Arguments  which 
prove  God  a  Free  Agent,  but  thofe  are  fully 
urg’d  by  other  Hands;  and  I  (hall  not  repeat 
them,  imagining  what  I  have  already  faid  fully 
tufficient  to  prove  my  Point, 
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We  have  then  full  evidence,  that  there  is 
an  Eternal ,  Independent,  Intelligent,  Un* 
changeable,  Powerful,  Pcrfed,  Omniprefent, 
Omnifcient,Free  Being,  who  is  the  Caufe  of 
the  Exigence  of  this  Syftem,  of  which  Man¬ 
kind  makes  a  part ;  and  whoever  afferts  that 
there  is  no  fuch  Being,  mud  aficrt,  that  the 
Parts  do  not  belong  to  the  whole  ;  that  the 
lame  Bodies  may  exift  with  and  without  Y 
Caufe  5  that  is,  he  mull  aflert  exprefs  Contra- 
didions  or  Impoilibilities.  And  whoever  doe: 
not  ad  agreeably  to  the  Notion  of  fuch  a  Being 
ads  airediy  contrary  to  Reafon  or  a  FitneC 


of  Things. 


SECT.  VIE 


'Enquiry  the  Second.  A  >;> 

WH  A  T  Adions  of  Man  are  agreeable 
to  the  Notion  of  an  Eternal,  Inde¬ 
pendent,  Being  ?  Or  fuppofing  there 
really  fuch  a  Being  as  we  have  been  abovl: 


deferibing,  who  is  the  Author  of  Mans  Ev¬ 


idence;  how  mud  Man  ad,  to  ad  according 
to  Reafon  or  a  Fitnefs  of  Things?  How  muf 
he  ad  in  order  to  obtain  Happinefs  ? 

And  this  Enquiry  is  highly  proper,  previoiL '} 
to  our  Enquiry  into  the  Truth  of  a  pretem 
c'd  Revelation :  for  if  this  pretended  Revelatiqr 
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fhould  deliver  any  Dodrine  or  require  any 
Pradice  iuconfiftent  with  the  Attributes  of 
our  Deity,  and  with  that  natural  Religion, 
which  is  founded  upon  thefe,  we  are  lure  it 
is  Impofture.  To  proceed. 

In  the  firft  Place  then  as  the  Supreme  Being, 
if  he  aded  according  toReafon  and  a  Fitnefs 
of  things,  mult  have  made  Man  capable  of 
obtaining  Happinefs  5  fo  we  find  he  muft  have 
made  him  capable  of  obtaining  it  feparate 
from,  and  antecedent  to,  any  Reward*  from 
himfelf  for  any  Adions  that  Man  fhould  per¬ 
form.  The  Reafon  is,  God  can  only  punifh 
or  reward  according  to  Reafon  and  a  Fitnefs 
of  things  5  there  muft  be  then  a  Fitnefs  of 
things,  before  God  can  either  punifh  or  re¬ 
ward  5  that  is,  Man  muft  be  capable  of  Hap¬ 
pinefs  fepraate  from  and  antecedent  to  any 
Rewards  from  Gfod*  for  any  Actions  that  he 
fhall  perform. 

And  as  God  can  only  reward  according  to 
Reafon  or  a  Fitnefs  of  things,  fo  can  he  on¬ 
ly  punifh  according  to  Reafon  or  a  Fitnefs  of 
things*  that  is,  He  can  only  punifh  Addons, 
which  in  their  own  Nature  tend  to  make  fen- 
fible  Beings  miferable  5  there  muft  be  then  A- 
dions  of  Mam  which  in  their  own  Nature 
tend  to  make  fenfible  Beings  miferable,  before 
God  can  punifh  Man  for  any  Adions  which 
he  fhall  commit, 
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It  is  evident  then,  that  in  the  Computa¬ 
tion  of  a  Fitnefs  or  Unfitnefs  of  things,  that 
is,  of  Mans  Happinefs  or  Mifery,  Rewards  j 
or  Punifhments  from  God  are  not  to  be 
reckon'd  5  and  it  muft:  not  be  faid  fuch  A-  j 
dions  are  fit  becaufe  God  will  reward  them,  j 
or  fuch  unfit,  becaufe  God  will  punifh  them, 
but  they  muft  be  fit  or  unfit  before  God  will  j 
either  punifh  or  reward,  that  is,  there  muft  j 
be  a  Happinefs  and  Unhappinefs  of  Man  fe- 
parate  from,  and  antecedent  to,  any  Rewards 
or  Punifhments  from  God. 

Whether  God  will  punifh  or  reward  Man  ij 
for  any  Adions  which  he  fhall  perform,  is- 
not  to  be  confidered  here ;  it  being  enough;  j! 
to  our  prefent  purpofe,  that  if  there  is  a  Be-  i 
ing  who  always  ads  according  to  Reafon  or 
a  Fitnefs  of  things,  that  is  the  Author  of  Man's 
exiftencc,  Man  muft  be  made  capable  of  ob¬ 
taining  Happinefs.  !, 

We  now  then  proceed  to  the  Point  to  be 

‘  I 


enquired  after.  How  is  this  Happinefs  to  be 


obtained  ?  And  amidft  the  various  Pretences  to 


Reafon,  what  are  thofe  Adions  which  arc 
truly  to  be  efteemed  rational  ?  ! 

In  the  firft  Place  then  we  find,  that  in  or-  / 
der  to  Man's  Happinefs,  it  is  necefiary  that  he’ 
keep  all  his  Powers  and  Faculties  unimpaired, 
fo  that  he  may  be  able  at  any  time  to  do,, 
whatever  he  is  able  to  do  naturally. 

It 


Happiness, 


1 


It  is  evident  that  if  a  Wife  and  Juft  Being, 
is  the  Author  of  Man’s  Exiftence,  Man  muft 
be  capable  of  obtaining  Happinefs  by  a  due 
Exercife  of  his  own  Powers  and  Faculties,  by 
obtaining  true  Notions  and  afting  agreeably  to 
thefe  Notions.  It  neceflarily  follows  then,  That 
fo  far  as  Man  impairs  any  of  his  Powers  or 
Faculties,  fo  far  he  incapacitates  himfelf  to  ob¬ 
tain  Happinefs.  But  this  is  not  all,  and  Man 
does  not  only  by  impairing  his  Powers  and 
Faculties  lofe  that  Happinefs,  which  by  a  due 
exercife  of  thefe  Powers  and  Faculties  he  was 
capable  of  obtaining;  but,  what  is  proper  to  be 
confider’d  here,  he  lofes  a  Pleafure  which  na¬ 
turally  arifes  from  a  due  Exercife  of  unim¬ 
paired  Powers,  and  Faculties. 

The  Powers  of  Man  may  be  diftinguiftfd 
into  two  Sorts,  of  Body  and  Mind.  Thofe 
of  the  Mind  are  perceiving,  apprehending,  re¬ 
collecting,  feparating,  comparing,  judging;  de¬ 
termining,  willing  5  and  the  Powers  of  the 
Body  are  thofe  of  Executing.  It  follows  then, 
that  whatever  tends  to  impair  any  of  thefe 
Powers,  that  enervates  either  Body  or  Mind, 
diredly  tends  to  the  mifery  of  Man. 

Under  this  Head  all  degrees  of  eating  and 
drinking,  beyond  what  contributes  to  Health 
or  refreftiment  5  an  indulgence  in  fenfual  gra-* 
tifications,  and  ill  ftiort,  all  thofe  Vices,  which 
which  may  be  tang’d  under  the  general  Word 
C  %  Intern* 
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Intemperance ,  will  be  found  to  tend  direCtly 
to  the  mifery  of  Man. 

idly.  With  regard  to  fenfible  Beings  ("parti- 
cularly  thofe  of  his  own  SpeciesJ  who  are  ca¬ 
pable  of  having  their  Happinefs  increafed  or 
diminifh'd  by  the  Actions  of  Man,  it  is  evi¬ 
dent  that  Man's  Happinefs  muft  be  found. 

1.  In  doing  no  Injury. 

2.  In  doing  Good. 

If  the  Happinefs  of  one  fenfible  Being  could 
be  increas'd  by  the  Pains  or  Mifery  of  another 
fenfible  Being,  then  the  Author  of  the  Ex¬ 
igence  of  thofe  Beings,  muft  have  made  fome 
Beings  neceflarily  miferable,  and  confequent- 
ly  have  aCted  direCtly  contrary  to  Reafon 
or  a  Fitnefs  of  things,  in  the  formation  of 
fuch  Beings,  and  be  himfelf  an  imperfeCt,  de¬ 
fective  Being.  But  the  Author  of  the  Exigence 
of  fenfible  Beings  is  not  an  Imperfect  defe¬ 
ctive  Being,  then  it  follows  that  Man's  Hap¬ 
pinefs  can  never  arife  out  of  any  Actions, 
which  are  injurious  to  his  fellow  Cre¬ 
atures. 

Under  this  Head  it  may  be  fhewn,  that  all 
Oppreffions,  Robberies,  Violences,  Injuries, 
withholding  Dues,  &c.  and  in  fhort  all  thofe 
Vices  which  are  generally  rang'd  under  the 
Word  Injufticc ,  direCtly  tend  to  the  mifery  of 
the  doer  of  fuch  Actions. 
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But  farther  2 dly.  If  Mail  is  the  Work  of  a 
juft  and  wife  Being,  it  will  not  only  follow 
that  his  Happinefs  niuft  be  found  in  doing 
no  Injury,  but  likewife  in  doing  Good. 

It  is  evident  that  the  Supreme  Being  has 
:  fo  conftituted  things,  that  one  part  of  the 
Human  Species  cannot  live  without  the  fup- 
ports  and  aillftance  of  the  other  :  It  follows 
'  then,  that,  That  part  of  the  Species  who  are 
fupporting  and  aflifting  the  other  part,  muft 
find  their  own  happinefs  in  fuch  Adions  5  o- 
therwife  the  Supports,  Aillftance  and  Happi- 
nefs  of  fome  Beings  would  arife  out  of  the 
pains  and  miferies  of  Others  $  and  the  Author 
of  the  Exiftence  of  fuch  Beings  be  an  imper- 

Ifed  defedive  Being,  who  has  aded  contrary 
to  Reafon  and  a  Fitnefs  of  things,  in  the  for¬ 
mation  of  fuch  Beings :  But  the  Author  of 
the  Exiftence  of  fenfible  Beings,  is  not  an  im- 
perfed  defedive  Being,  &c.  then  it  follows, 

I  that  the  Happinefs  of  Man  muft  arife  from 
doing  Good. 

Again,  If  Man  is  capable  of  doing  Good 
to  his  Fellow  Creatures,  it  follows,  that 
his  own  Happinefs  muft  arife  from  doing 
Good.  A  Being  who  has  Powers  and  Facul¬ 
ties  by  which  he  is  capable  of  doing  Good,  is 
capable  of  ading  according  to  Reafon.  When 
then  fuch  a  Being  forbears  to  do  Good,  the 
Forbearance  is  contrary  to  Reafon ;  and  if  it 
I  '  C  5  '  '  “  is 
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is  contrary  to  Reafon,  it  is  contrary  to  his 
own  happinefs,  this,  being  found  in  employ¬ 
ing  his  Powers  and  Faculties  according  to 
Reafon. 

If  then  a  juft  and  wife  Being  is  the  Author 
of  Man’s  Exiftence,  it  undeniably  follows,  that 
no  Actions  of  Man,  which  naturally  tend  to 
the  Unhappinefs  of  any  of  his  own  Species, 
can  tend  to  the  Happinefs  of  the  Doer  of  fuch 
Adions  5  and  that  no  Actions  of  Man  which 
naturally  tend  to  their  Happinefs,  but  muft 
alfo  tend  to  the  Happinefs  of  thofe  who  per¬ 
form  them. 

Under  this  Head  it  muft  be  remembred, 
that  tho'  fomc  Adions  of  Man  naturally  tend 
to  the  Happinefs,  others  to  the  Unhappinefs 
of  Mankind  $  yet  in  order  to  denominate  an 
Ad  ion  good,  that  is,  the  good  adion  of  fuch 
a  Perfon,  or  to  make  it  beneficial  to  the  Doer 
of  it,  it  is  neceffary  that  his  Intention  be  good  ; 
and  in  order  to  denominate  an  Adion  evil, 
that  is,  the  Evil  Adion  of  fuch  a  Perfon,  ’tis 
ncceffary  that  his  Intention  be  Evil. 

17?.  Becaufe  it  is  the  Intention  of  a  Perfon 
which  properly  makes  his  Adions  his  own  5  and 
no  Man  can  juftly  be  charg’d  with  any  Adion, 
which  his  own  Will  was  not  the  caufe  of. 

idly.  As  the  Supreme  Being  always  ads  upon 
the  Motive  of  doing  good,  and  likewife  effeds 
what  he  intends,  he  muft  fo  conftitute  things, 

that 
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that  the  Happinefs  of  fenfible  Beings  muft  a- 
rife  from  acting  upon  the  fame  Motive  on 
which  he  himfelf  ads,  tho’  the  effeaing  what 
they  intend  is  often  out  of  their  Power. 

How  much  foever  then  the  Happinefs  of 
I  one  Being  may  be  increafed  by  the  Action  of 
another,  yet  if  the  Intention  of  the  Doer  of 
that  Adion,  was  evil,  it  muft  be  call’d  an 
Evil  Adion  with  regard  to  the  Doer  of  it ; 
and  how  much  foever  the  Effect  of  a  Perfon’s 
Adions  may  be  defeated  by  the  interpofition 
of  Evil  Agents,  yet  if  his  Intention  was  good, 
it  muft  be  denominated  a  good  One  with 
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regard  to  himfelf. 

It  follows  then,  that  all  thofe  Adions  of 
Man  where  the  Motive  to  them,  is  either 
Pride,  Vanity,  love  of  Praife,  Pleafure,  Self' 
ifhnefs,  &c.  however  beneficial  they  may  prove 
to  others,  yet  muft  not  be  called  good  Adions, 
and  confequently  cannot  be  beneficial  to  the 
Doer  of  them ;  That  all  ads  of  Forbearance, 
Mercy,  Affiftance,  Charity,  &c.  which  are  de^ 
fign’d  for  the  Benefit  of  others,  diredly  tend 
to  the  Happinefs  of  him  who  performs  them  5 
That  all  Difpofitions  to  Envy,  Hatred,  Ma¬ 
lice,  Selfilhnefs,  Revenge,  &c.  make  the  Mind 
unhappy  which  is  pofiefied  with  them ;  and 
that  on  the  contrary  to  rejoyce  at,  and  defire 
the  Happinefs  of  all  Men,  is  to  procure  Hap¬ 
pinefs  to  ourfelves. 

r  C  4  Eaftly, 
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Laftly,  with  regard  to  the  Supreme  Being, 
it  is  very  evident,  that  Man  can  by  no  Opi¬ 
nion  or  Action  of  his,  add  to  the  Happinefs 
of  this  Being  5  yet  (till  there  is  a  Fitncfs  and 
Unfitncfs  of  Notions  and  Actions  of  Man  with 
regard  to  this  Being. 

As  God  has  given  Man  Powers  and  Facul¬ 
ties  by  which  he  may  artain  to  a  Knowledge 
of  the  Exigence  and  Attributes  of  Him  who 
form'd  him,  He  muft  defign  that  he  fhould 
employ  thele  Powers  and  Faculties  to  this  Endj 
not  only  becaufc  the  Exigence  and  Attributes 
of  God  arc  the  Bafts  of  Morality,  but  becaufe 
otherwife  He  would  give  Abilities  to  find 
Truth,  yet  be  belt  pie afed  with  Error;  will,  in 
Oppolition  to  his  own  Actions ;  and  be  an  Im¬ 
perfect,  defective  Being  :  but  He  is  not  an  im¬ 
perfect,  defective  Being ;  then  it  follows  that 
Man's  Happinefs  mult  arife  from  attaining 
true  Notions  of  the  Deity. 

And  alio  from  Acting  agreeably  to  thqfe 
Notions:  otherwife  Mans  Happinefs  would 
arife  from  Actions  directly  contrary  to  Rca- 
fpn,  or  a  Fitncfs  of  things. 

The  A Ci ions  of  Man,  which  arc  agreeable 
to  true  Notions  of  the  Deity,  and  immediately 
relate  to  Him,  arc  to  acknowledge  his  Ex- 
iftcncc  and  Attributes ;  to  endeavour  to  know 
his  Will,  and  to  perform  it;  to  live  as  if  we 
believ’d,  we  could  only  be  happy  in  conform- 
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ling  to  his  Laws,  and  refembling  him  in  his 
Moral  Attributes ;  to  keep  our  Powers  and 
Faculties  unimpaired,  not  only  becaufe  the  im¬ 
pairing  of  them  will  be  a  lofs  of  a  means  to 
Happinefs,  but  becaufe  he  gave  usthefe  Powers 
■and  Faculties  5  and  we  cannot  impair  them 
!  without  injuring  that  which  is  his;  to  employ 
them  for  the  Ends  and  Purpofes  for  which  he 
gave  them;  to  ad  upon  the  fame  Motive  to 
others,  as  that  on  which  he  himfelf  ads  to 
jl  Mankind  5  in  fhort,  to  pradice  all  thofe  par¬ 
ticular  Duties*  which  are  commonly  ranged 
under  the  Word  Godlinefs.  This  will  be  ad- 
ing  agreeably  to  the  Notions  of  that  Being 
which  we  have  above  deferibed.  And  if  there 
l  is  really  fuch  a  Being,  it  is  evident  that  Mans 
Happinefs  mull  arife  from  attaining  true  No¬ 
tions  concerning  him*  and  ading  agreeably  to 
f  fuch  Notions. 

Thus  I  have  in  fhort  (hewn  Man’s  Way  to 
'  Happinefs;  and  all  thofe  particular  Means,  by 
which  he  mud  obtain  it,  may  be  rang’d  un- 
\  der  the  three  Particulars  laft  mention’d. 

I  now  proceed  to  anfwer  a  formidable  Ob- 
|i  jedion,  which  at  firft  View  threatens  no  lefs 
i  than  the  Deftrudion  of  my  whole  Scheme; 
and  it  is  alferted*  that  Fad  is  againft  me. 
That, 

x.  Man  does  not  obtain  Happinefs. 

2.  Neither  are  thofe  molt  Happy*  who  the 

molt 
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mod  nearly  conform  to  the  above  delivered 
Rules. 

The  reftlcfs,  continued  purfuits  and  Diflatis-  { 
fadion  of  all  Men,  the  Unwillingnefs  that  \ 
would  be  found  in  almoft  every  Body  to  ac-  j 
cept  Life,  provided  they  were  to  live  a  fecond  \ 
Time  the  firft  Circle,  are  urg'd  in  proof  of  j 
the  Firft.  And  as  to  the  Second;  It  is  ah  j 
Jcdg'd  that  Poverty,  Diltrcfs,  Pcrlccution  are 
often  a  Confequcncc  of  the  Pradicc  which  I  j 
have  been  deferibing ;  that  if  any  would  con-  j 
fent  to  live  twice  the  fame  Circle,  it  would 
be  thofe  who  indulge  in  Scnfualiry,  and  that  : 
fuch  who  the  mod  nearly  conform  to  the  ; 
Pradicc  which  I  have  been  deferibins;,  are  fi 
often,  as  a  certain  Writer  exprefles  it,  of  all  j 
Men  moji  miferable .  Thus  ftands  the  Argu-  J 
ment,  j 

If  God  is  |uft,  fuch  Men  arc  mod  Happy.  \'[ 

But  fuch  Men  arc  not  mod  Happy. 

Then  God  is  not  ]uft. 

He  has  cither  not  defign’d  that  End,  or  not  j 
given  Means  to  accomplifh  that  End ;  he  ci¬ 
ther  intended  Man  fhould  never  obtain  Hap-  1 
pinefs,  or  that  he  fhould  not  obtain  it  by  the 
Praclice  which  we  have  been  deferibing ;  or 
he  has  not  forefeen  the  Power  and  Interrup¬ 
tions  of  Evil  Men  to  deftroy  theHappinefs  of^ 
the  Good ;  in  cither  of  which  Cafes  he  is  an  I 
imperfed,  defedive  Being. 

Ini' 
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In  Anfwer  to  this,  it  muft  be  allow’d,  that 
if  this  Life  is  the  whole  Extent  of  Man’s  Ex¬ 
istence  ;  if  he  entirely  ceafes  to  be  at  Death.; 
then,  the  Author  of  Man’s  Exiftence  is  an 
-imperfed  defective  Being;  a  Being  who  has 
either  not  propos’d  the  beft  End,  or  not  taken 
the  beft  Means  in  order  to  accompiifh  that 
End. 

|  The  Queftion  then  is,  whether  this  Life  is 
the  whole  Extent  of  Man’s  Exiftence,  or  whe¬ 
ther  we  have  reafon  to  think  he  will  exift  in 
’another  State  after  his  bodily  Difl'olution  t  If 
lithis  Life  is  the  whole  Extent  of  Man’s  Ex- 
r  iftence,  and  he  entirely  ceafes  to  be  at  Death ; 
then  the  Point  is  given  up,  and  we  have  prov’d 
jlnothing  concerning  the  Moral  Attributes  of 
our  Deity,  and  confequently  not  found  out 
by  what  means  Man  may  obtain  Happincfs. 
■If  this  Life  is  not  the  whole  Extent  of  Man’s 
Exiftence,  then  we  cannot  eftimate  his  Happi- 


jnefs  by  confidering  only  in  his  Condition  this 
Life,  which  is  but  a  Part  of  it  ;  but  muft  take 
||in  the  whole  Extent  of  his  Exiftence,  before 

I  we  pronounce  him  Happy  or  Miferable. 

Without  fpending  time  then  in  Enquiries 
into  the  Nature  of  the  Soul  of  Man,  and  from 
thence  proving  it’s  Immortality,  we  proceed 
fhorter  Way,  and  confider  whether  ’tis  pof- 
fible  for  Man  to  exift  in  another  State  after 
his  bodily  Difl'olution.  But  no  fooner  do  we 

examine 
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examine  this  Point,  but  we  find  it  certainly 
poilible  for  Man  to'  cxift  in  another  State 
after  his  bodily  Difiolutionj  and  the  fame 
Power,  who  gave  Life  at  the  firft,  is  un¬ 
doubtedly  able  to  continue,  or  reftore  Life, 
if  he  pleafes.  Has  then  the  Supreme  Being 
given  us  any  Evidence,  that  Man  fhall  not 
cxift  in  another  State  after  his  bodily  Diflo- 
lution  ?  Certainly  none  at  all :  there  is  no 
Pretence  of  Evidence,  that  Man  fhall  not  do 
this.  If  then  'tis  poilible  for  Man  to  cxift 
alter  his  bodily  Diffolutionj  if  there  is  no 
Evidence  that  he  fhall  not  do  it,  then  all  the 
Arguments  which  prove  the  Perfedion  of 
the  Supreme  Being,  prove  that  he  fhall  cxift 
in  a  future  State,  and  the  Immortality  of  the 
Soul  is  a  confequcncc  of  the  Perfedion  of 
the  Deity.  Thus,  if  Man  docs  not  cxift  in 
a  future  State,  God  is  not  a  perfed  Being, 
nor  has  always  aded  according  to  Reafon  or 
a  Fitncfs  of  Things ;  but  God  is  a  perfed  Be¬ 
ing,  then  Man  muft  cxift  in  a  future  State. 

We  arc  then  only  to  prove  God  a  perfed 
Being,  who  always  ads  according  to  Reafon 
and  a  Fitncfs  of  Things  5  and  we  have  proved 
that  Man  fhall  cxift  in  a  future  State,  his  do¬ 
ing  this  being  a  Confcquence  of  fuch  Per¬ 
fedion  :  But  we  have  prov'd  that  God  is  a  • 
perfed  Being,  therefore  we  have  proved,  that  1 
Man  fhall  cxift  in  a  future  State. 

-  SECT. 
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SECT.  VIII. 

Enquiry  the  Third. 

WE  being  by  the  Help  of  our  natural 
Faculties  led  to  believe  a  God,  and 
future  Exiftence  of  the  Soul  of  Man,  and  hav¬ 
ing  found  by  what  means  Man  muft  obtain. 
Happinefs;  The  next  Queftion  is,  Whether 
this  God  has  revealed  himfelf?  In  the  firft 
place  then  is  it  agreeable  to  his  Nature  to  re¬ 
veal  himfelf,  and  does  this  Notion  fuit  with 
thofe  which  we  have  already  obtain'd  of  the 
Deity  > 

And  here  we  immediately  find,  that  it  is 
fuitable  to  the  Nature  of  the  Divine  Being 
to  reveal  himfelf  5  and  that  if  it  was  not  un¬ 
worthy  of  him  to  create,  it  cannot  be  un¬ 
worthy  of  him  to  dir  eft,  take  care  of,  and 
govern. 

Is  there  any  Objeftion  againft  a  Revelation 
from  the  Nature  of  Man  ?  Surely  none  :  And 
tho’,  if  God  is  a  juft  Being,  Man  muft  be 
made  capable  of  obtaining  Happinefs,  and  alfo 
muft  obtain  it  by  the  above  defcribed  Means, 
yet  he  often  takes  W ays  by  which  he  certain¬ 
ly  mifies  it.  How  far  he  came  with  his  pre¬ 
fen  t  Difpofitions  out  of  the  Hands  of  his 
Maker,  is  not  now  our  Bufmefs  to  en¬ 
quire.  Ic 


4 6  Whether  the  Chr.  Reli  g. 

It  is  plain  then,  that  there  is  no  Objedion 
againft  a  Revelation  from  the  Nature  of  Gods 
or  Man  :  on  the  contrary,  as  Things  at  prefent 
ftand,  it  feems  reafonable  to  exped  one. 

We  proceed  then  to  fee  what  Evidence  wc 
have,  that  the  Chriftian  Religion  is  a  Divine 
Revelation ;  and  in  our  Enquiry  muft  not  for¬ 
get,  that  there  is  no  Objedion  againft  a  Re¬ 
velation  from  the  Nature  of  the  Thing. 


SECT.  IX. 

Enquiry  the  Fourth. 

WHAT  Evidence  have  we  that  the 
Chriftian  Religion  is  a  Divine  Revela¬ 
tion  ? 

And  the  firft  ftep  in  this  Enquiry  is,  whe¬ 
ther  this  Religion  is  worthy  of  God  and  fuit-  I 
able  to  his  Natures  and  agreeable  to  that, 
Scheme  of  Natural  Religion  already  founded 
upon  the  Attributes  of  our  Deity.  If  it  fails 
here,  we  are  immediately  to  rejed  it  as  Im- 
pofture,  being  fure,  that  cannot  be  the  Reve¬ 
lation  of  our  God,  which  Tis  unfuitable  to , 
his  Nature  for  him  to  deliver. 

We  proceed  then  in  our  Enquiry,  and  to 
fee  whether  the  Chriftian  Pveligion  is  worthy  ‘ 
of  God  and  fuitable  to  his  Natures  and  in1 
this  Examination  muft  take  in  the  whole  Chri-; 

ftian  !■' 


be  a  Divine  Revelation.  47 

ftian  Scheme :  for  as  this  Religion  is  founded 
on  another  call'd  the  Jemfh,  whatever  the 
Founder  of  Chriftianity  acknowledges  Divine 
in  this  Religion,  mult  be  like  wife  brought  to 
the  Teft. 

And  here  we  find,  that  Man  was  form’d 
Happy  and  made  capable  of  continuing  fo; 
that  God,  as  foon  as  he  was  created,  kindly  let 
him  know  by  what  means  he  might  preferve, 
and  how  he  would  lofe,  his  Happinefs ;  that 
Man  did  lofe  his  Happinefs;  that  God  had  pity 
on  him,  and  fent  a  Divine  Perfon  to  live  and 
die  on  Earth,  to  the  End  Man,  on  certain 
Conditions  to  be  perform’d  by  him,  might 
be  happy  in  a  future  Exiftence.  This  Scheme 
is  exa&ly  fuitable  to  the  Divine  Nature,  and 
worthy  of  God.  Hera  Man  is  made  happy 
and  capable  of  continuing  fo,  and  even  after 
he  had  loft  his  Happinefs,  again  put  in  a  Con¬ 
dition  to  obtain  it.  The  Eirft  we  are  fure 
|  muft  have  been ;  the  Second,  tho’  exa&ly  fuit- 
r  able  to  the  Divine  Wifdom,  is  more  than  we 
i  could  have  thought  of. 

As  to  the  Conditions,  on  which  Man  is  to 
obtain  Happinefs,  we  find  them  agreeable  to 
thofe  which  we  had  before  difeover’d  by  the 
help  of  our  natural  Faculties ;  and  under  the 
I  Heads ,  Sobriety ,  RightcoufheJ's ,  and  Godlineft 
our  whole  Duty,  that  is,  our  way  to  Happi¬ 
nefs  is  fet  before  us. 


Undo: 
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Under  theFirft  of  thefe  we  are  put  in  mind 
how  many  different  Ways  we  may  impair  our 
Faculties  5  of  how  fatal  Confequence  it  is  to 
do  this ;  how  inefficient  to  Happinefs  are 
temporal  Enjoyments ;  what  Mifery  attends 
an  indulgence  of  fenfual  Gratifications  $  and 
we  are  prefs  cl  to  flee  all  fuch  Gratifications  be* 
cayfle  they  war  againfl  the  Soul,  that  is,  deftroy 
our  Happinels. 

Under  the  head  of  Right eoufnefs,  the  parti¬ 
culars  of  our  Duty  with  regard  to  others  are 
taught  us ;  we  are  fully  inftruded  in  the  Dues 
and  Rights  of  all  Men  whatfoever ;  command¬ 
ed  to  invade  none  of  thefe  Rights,  but  to 
render  to  all  their  Dues a  $  and  have  a  Pvule  gi¬ 
ven  11s  by  which  all  our  A&ions  to  others  are 
to  be  meafured,  and  that  is,  b  whatfoever  we 
would  that  others  Jhould  do  unto  us ,  to  do  the 
flame  to  them. 

And  not  here  is  our  Righteoufnefs  to  flop; 
we  arc  not  only  required  to  do  no  ill ,  but 
likewife  commanded  to  do  good ,  told  that  if 
we  would  be  Difciples  of  our  Maflcr  and  in¬ 
herit  the  Ble  fling,  we  mud  be  merciful ,  kind,  : 
tender  hearted,  c  forbearing  one  another  and  for - f 
giving  one  another ,  even  as  God  for  Ch rift's  fake  j 
has  forgiven  us  5  that  if  we  would  be  fet  at  the  ■: 
right  hand,  of  our  Saviour  at  that  Day  when  he j 

a  Horn.  13.  7.  Mat.  7.  11  c  Eph.  4.  22,  23.  ! 
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judges  all  Men,  we  muft  zfteed  the  hungry,  cloath 
the  naked,  take  in  the  ft  ranger,  viftt  the  fick 
and  afflicted,  ftupport  the  father  lefts 3  that  if  we 
would  have  treajure  in  heaven ,  we  muft  give 
to  the  poor 3  and  if  we  would  be  Children  of 
the  moft  high,  that  we  muft  referable  Him  who 
does  good  to  all,  maketh  his  Sun  b  rife  on  the 
evil  and  the  good,  and  fendeth  Rain  on  the  juft 
and  unjuft . 

.  Under  the  head  of  Godlinefts,  all  thofe  na¬ 
tural  Notions  which  we  had  conceiv’d  of  the 
Deity,  are  confirmed  5  and  the  Practice,  which 
it  requires,  is  found  exadiy  fuitable  to  that 
which  we  have  already  cftablifh’d  upon  the 
Attributes  of  our  God. 

Here  God  is  defcrib’d  the  c  Eternal,  d  Un¬ 
changeable,  e  Almighty ,  f  Omnipreftent,  s  Omniftcient , 
h  Wife,  1  Holy,  k  Juft  1  good  Being  $  We  are 
commanded  to  worfhip  him,  and  particularly 
intruded  in  the  Times  and  Manner  in  which 
he  will*  be  worfhip’d.  We  are  required  to 
m  obey,  n  fear  and  0  love  him :  and  we  are  a£ 
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lur'd,  that  a  endlefs  happmefs  or  Mifery  will  be 
a  confequence  of  obeying  or  rejeding  his 
Laws. 

In  fhort,  profefs’d  Deifts  have  been  ufed  to 
confefs  that  the  Chriftian  Religion  delivers 
nothing  contradidory  to  the  Nature  of  God, 
and  that  it’s  Pradice  is  beneficial  to  Society  5 
and  this  is  all  that  is  wanted  in  the  prefent 
Argument. 

The  Chriftian  Religion  then  being  worthy 
of  God;  and  fuitable  to  his  Nature  5  the  next 
Queftion  is,  What  is  the  Evidence  that  it  is 
his  Revelation :  for  that  it  might  be  his  Re¬ 
velation  is  no  Evidence  that  it  is  fo,  but  it  is 
a  reafon  for  us  to  proceed  in  our  Enquiry. 

This  is  certain,  if  God  has  given  us  a  Reve¬ 
lation,  he  has  given  us  full  Evidence  that  it 
is  his  Revelation  ,  an  Evidence  fulEcient  to 
determine  the  rational  Aflent  of  all  thofe  to 
whom  it  is  communicated,  and  equal  to  that 
which  determines  our  aftent  in  the  common 
Affairs  of  Life,  and  which  we  cannot  rejed 
without  felf-inconfiftency.  And  to  fuppofe 
otherwife,  is  to  fuppofe  God  an  imperfed  de- 
fedive  Being,  who  defigns  an  end,  yet  does 
not  give  means  fufficient  to  accomplifh  that 
End. 

We  proceed  then  to  an  Examination  of 

a  Ilebr.  $\  9.  Rom.  a.  8.  Mat.  25*.  f 
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the  Evidences  and  in  order  to  judge  of  it* 
think  it  firfl:  proper  to  confider  what  kind  of 
Evidence  is  to  be  expeded  5  and  fuppoiing 
God  would  reveal  himfelf,  what  proof  may 
we  rationally  exped  him  to  give  us  of  fuch 
a  Revelation. 

This  is  certain,  if  the  Revelation  is  for 
the  benefit  of  all  Mankind,  and  ought  to  be 
received  as  truth  by  all  thofe  to  whom  it 
is  communicated,  then  the  Evidence  of  it 
fhould  be  fufficieiit  to  determine  the  ratio¬ 
nal  Aflfent  of  ail  thofe  to  whom  it  is  com¬ 
municated ,  as  well  thofe  who  live  after, 
as  at  the  time  when  fuch  a  Revelation  is  gi¬ 
ven.  The  Chriftian  Religion  then  being  of 
this  fort,  (for  the  benefit  Of  all  Mankind,  and 
requiring  belief  from  all  thofe  to  whom  it  is 
communicated,)  it  ought  to  have  fuch  an  Evi¬ 
dence,  as  is  fufficient  to  determine  the  rational 
Affent  of  all  Men. 

Now  then  we  can  think  of  no  Evidence  fo 
certain  to  all  Mankind,  as  that  which  is  given 
in  the  Works  of  Nature  $  and  it  is  reafonable 
to  exped  that  the  Supreme  Being  fhould  give 
Mankind  Evidence  of  his  Will,  after  the  fame 
manner  as  he  gave  them  Evidence  of  his  Ex¬ 
igence  and  Attributes,  that  is,  in  his  Works* 
And  as  he  led  u$  to  a  knowledge  of  his  Be- 
1  ing,  or  gave  us  Evidence  of  his  Being*  by  the 
1  Works  of  Nature  $  fo  we  may  juftly  exped 
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He  would  give  us  Evidence  of  his  Will  in  the 
lame  Works,  and  by  fhewing  his  Power  in 
Nature.  And  how  is  it  that  the  Supreme  Be¬ 
ing  can  give  us  Evidence  of  his  Will  in  the 
Works  of  Nature?  Why,  as  the  Exigence  of 
Things  and  the  conftant,  regular,  uniform^ 
Laws  by  which  Bodies  move  or  reft,  arc  a 
proof  of  an  Eternal ,  Intelligent ,  &c.  Being;  fo  * 
a  Change  in  thefc  Laws  would  be  an  Evi¬ 
dence  of.  his  Will.  We  define  then  a  Miracle 
to  be,  an  Interpofition  of  the  Divine  Being  to 
change  the  Laws  of  Nature  in  order  to  give 
Evidence  to  his  Will.  We  fay,  of  the  Divine 
Beine  ;  for  as  He  is  Lord  of  Nature  'tis  drift 
Demonftration,  no  Being  can  change  his  Laws 
without  his  Confent. 

Now  then,  as  it  is  rational  to  expect  this 
Evidence  of  a  Revelation,  fo  we  find  this  is 
the  Evidence  pretended  by  thofe  who  would 
prefs  on  us  the  Chriftian  Religion:  We  arc  , 
then  to  examine,  whether  the  Chriftian  Reli¬ 
ction  has  this  Evidence  or  not.  And  in  this 
Search  we  ought  to  be  very  careful,  it  being 
certain  that  if  this  is  the  Evidence  to  be  ex-  j 
pefted,  this  is  the  Evidence  that  Counterfeits ; 
will  pretend  to  be  in  poffcftion  of. 

In  order  then  to  find  whether  the  Laws  of 
Nature  were  chang’d  at  the  Promulgation  of’ 
the  Chriftian  Religion,  we  are  to  examine.  [ 
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1.  Whether  the  pretended  Facts  are  Changes 
in  the  Laws  of  Nature. 

2.  Whether  there  really  ever  were  fuch 
Facts. 

Now  to  know  whether  the  pretended  Facts 
are  really  Changes  in  the  Laws  of  Nature, 
we  mull  explain,  what  we  mean  by  the  Laws 
of  Nature. 

That  conftant,  regular,  uniform  Way  by 
which  Bodies  are  determin’d  to  Motion  o.r 
Reft,  and  the  conftant,  regular  Connexions 
betwixt  certain  known  Caufes  and  Effects, 
we  call  Laws  of  Nature.  And  when  certain 
Bodies  at  Reft  move  without  any  External 
Force ;  when  certain  Bodies  in  Motion  move 
in  a  different  Manner  from  what  they  were 
ever  known  to  move ;  when  certain  known 
Caufes  produce  different  Effects,  from  what 
they  have  been  ever  known  to  produce ;  dif¬ 
ferent  from  what  thcmfelves  can  produce  the 
next  Moment,  and  different  from  what  all 
others  of  a  like  Nature  with  themfelves  ever 
can  produce;  then  we  may  juftly  and  properly 
fay  that  the  Laws  of  Nature  are  chang’d; 
that  fomething  is  effedted  which  could  not  be 
effected  naturally. 

A  Miracle  then  being  an  Interpofition  of 
the  Divine  Being  to  change  the  Laws  of  Na¬ 
ture  ;  in  order  to  know  that  there  is  really  a 
Miracle,  ’tis  neceffary  firft  to  know  the  Laws 
D  3  .  of 
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of  Nature;  and  it  is  impoffible  to  prove,  the 
Laws  of  Nature  are  chang’d, unlefswe  firft  know 
What  are  thefe  Laws.  Particularly,  fhould  we 
fee  a  new  Appearance  in  the  Heavens,  we 
could  not  fay  that  the  Laws  of  Nature  were 
chang’d;  we  know  not  all  Nature ^ior  all  the 
Laws  or  Powers  of  Bodies ;  and  this  might 
be  a  conftant,  regular  EfFeft  of  a  certain  Caufe, 
for  any  thing  we  can  fay  to  the  contrary. 
And  time  may  bring  us  to  a  knowledge  of 
the  Caufe  of  this  Effeft,  as  it  has  to  a  know¬ 
ledge  of  the  Caufe  of  Eclipfes,  which  have 
been,  and  perhaps  yet  may  in  fomc  places  be 
ignorantly  reputed  Miracles. 

It  is  evident  then,  that  we  mud  be  fully 
acquainted  with  the  conffant,  regular,  uniform 
Determination  of  certain  Bodies ;  the  conflant, 
regular  Connexions  betwixt  certain  known 
Caufes  and  EfFe&s;  the  Powers  of  certain 
Caufes  to  produce  certain  Effe&s,  and  their 
natural  inability  to  produce  certain  other  Ef¬ 
fects,  before  we  can  fay  that  the  Laws  of  Na¬ 
ture  are  chang’d ;  that  there  is  not  a  natural 
Connexion  betwixt  Caufe  and  Effedl,  that  is, 
that  there  is  a  Miracle. 

Thole  who  carry  this  Matter  farther  and 
fay  we  know  not  all  the  Laws  of  Nature,  the 
Laws  and  Powers  of  Bodies,  and  confequently  i 
cannot  lay  that  ever  the  Laws  of  Nature  are  \ 
chang’d,  argue  not  juftly.  It  is  not  neceflary,  ] 

that  , 
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that  I  know  all  the  Laws  of  Nature,  nor  even 
all  the  Laws  and  Powers  of  any  one  Body, 
nor  all  the  EfFeds  of  certain  Caufes,  to  fay 
that  the  Laws  of  Nature  are  chang’d.  There 
may  be  many  Powers  in  Bodies,  and  even  in 
thofe  wl^ch  we  are  moft  acquainted  with,  yet 
undifcovered  5  and  there  may  be  many  Ef¬ 
fects  not  known  by  us,  which  may  proceed 
from  certain  Caufes  :  but  then  all  Bodies  of 
the  fame  Nature  will  be  moved  by  the  fame 
Laws,  and  the  fame  Caufes  will  regularly  and 
conftantly  produce  the  fame  EfFeds.  But 
when  Bodies  move  contrary  to  thofe  Laws, 
by  which  all  Bodies  of  the  fame  Nature  move, 
and  contrary  to  thofe  by  which  themfelves 
have  hitherto  moved ;  and  when  certain 
known  Caufes  produce  new  EfFeds  in  fingle 
Inftances,  and  fuch  Effeds  in  which  naairally 
there  is  no  Connexion  betwixt  Caufe  and 
EfFed;  then  we  may  juftly  fay  that  the  Laws 
of  Nature  are  changed.  And  now  having 
feen  what  is  a  Change  in  the  Law's  of  Na¬ 
ture,  and  that  fuch  a  Change  is  the  Evidence 
to  be  expeded  of  a  Revelation,  we  proceed 
to  examine  the  pretended  Fads,  and  to  fee 
whether  thefe  were  Changes  in  the  Laws  of 
Nature. 

And  no  fooner  do  we  examine,  but  we 
find  the  pretended  Fads  given  in  Evidence 
of  the  Chriftian  Religion,  are  of  this  fort  3 
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and  allowing  the  Fads,  they  arc  really  Changes 
in  the  Laws  of  Nature. 

To  inftance,  The  Laws  of  Nature  were 
chang'd,  when  the  Sick ,  Lame,  Withered ,  Blind, 
Deaf  Dumb  were  cured  of  all  tiiofe  Maladies 
by  the  fpeaking  of  a  Word,  by  the  touching 
of  Cloaths,  or  by  an  Ointment  made  of  Spit¬ 
tle  and  Clay  ;  here  was  no  natural  Connexion 
betwixt  Caufe  and  EfFcd,  a  Word,  a  Touch, 
Spittle  and  Clay  will  not  naturally  by  any 
Power  of  their  own  reftore  Health,  Limbs, 
Eyes. 

The  Laws  of  Nature  were  chang’d,  when 
Veter  walk'd  upon  the  Sea ;  the  Sea  will  by 
no  Power  of  it’s  own  fupport  walking  Per- 
fons,  and  in  that  inftance  acquired  a  new 
Power. 

The  Laws  of  Nature  were  chang’d  when 
jefus  raifed  Lazarus  from  the  Dead  by  the  fpeak¬ 
ing  of  a  Word  $  a  W ord  will  not  naturally 
reftore  life,  nor  do  we  know  any  Caufe  ^except 
the  divine  Power  equal  to  that  Effect. 

The  Laws  of  Nature  were  changed,  when 
Jefus  ftiew’d  himfclf  alive  after  his  Cruci¬ 
fixion. 

The  Laws  of  Nature  were  changed,  when 
Perfons  fpoke  Languages  they  never  learnt. 

But  I  need. not  inftance  farther ;  it  is  very 
evident  that  if  there  really  ever  were  fuch  Fads 
as  thele  above  mention’d,  they  were  Changes 

in 


he  a  Divine  Revelation.  5 7 

in  the  Laws  of  Nature.  It  only  then  remains, 
to  make  thefe  Changes  true  Miracles,  that 
they  be  given  in  Evidence  of  fomething  wor¬ 
thy  of  God  and  fuitable  to  his  Nature  :  But 
happily  this  Point  is  already  cleared  and  we* 
have  fecn  that  the  Chriftian  Religion  is  wor¬ 
ldly  of  the  Deity.  We  proceed  then  to  the 
next  thing  to  be  enquired  after,  which  is. 
What  is  our  Evidence  of  the  Fads. 

In  the  firft  place  then  we  are  to  confider. 
What  is  the  Evidence  to  be  expected  ?  Now 
a  Miracle  being  a  Change  in  the  Laws  of  Na¬ 
ture,  it  m uft  be  of  the  Eifence  of  a  Miracle 
not  to  be  frequent.  The  Rcafon  is,  We  know 
nothing  of  the  Laws  of  Nature  a  priori ;  and 
our  whole  Knowledge  of  thefe  Laws  muft  arife 
from  long  Obfervation  and  Experience,  from 
feeing  the  conftant,  regular,  uniformDetermina- 
tions  of  Bodies,  the  Powers  of  certain  Caufes 
to  produce  certain  Effefts,  and  the  inability 
of  fu'ch  Caufes  to  produce  certain  other  Ef¬ 
fects.  Had  we  not  then  a  long  Experience 
of  the  conftant  regular  Determinations  of 
Bodies,  Powers  of  Caufes,  &c.  we  could 
fay  nothing  of  a  Miracle.  And  were  Inter¬ 
ruptions  to  the  Laws  of  Nature  frequent,  we 
could  not  tell  what  were  the  Laws  of  Na¬ 
ture  ;  and  confequently  could  not  fay  that 
thefe  Interruptions  were  Miracles.  ( By  the. 
way  we  may  remark,  th^t  if  God  would  rc 
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veal  himfelf  to  Man  foon  after  he  had  creat¬ 
ed  him,  Miracles  would  not  then  be  an  Evi¬ 
dence  to  him  of  a  Revelations  and  if  the  Su¬ 
preme  Being  would  early  communicate  his 
Mind  to  Man,  he  muft  do  it  by  Vifion  and 
immediate  Speaking  to  him.  And  as  this  was 
the  way  according  to  the  Chriftian  Scheme, 
that  God  did  at  firft  communicate  his  Will 
to  Man,  it  refleds  Credit  upon  that  Scheme.) 

It  is  plain  then  that  'tis  of  the  very  Efience 
of  a  Miracle  not  to  be  frequent ;  and  if  fo,  then 
hiftorical  Evidence  is  all  the  Evidence  that 
fome  Perfons  can  ever  have,  that  there  really 
were  any  Miracles.  The  Queftion  then  is, 
whether  we  have  this  Evidence  ?  Whether 
we  have  reafon  to  believe,  that  the  Hiftory 
of  Jefus  and  his  Apoftles  is  a  true  Hiftory? 
that  the  Perfons  who  relate  and  bear  Tefti- 
mony  to  this  Hiftory  had  full  Knowledge 
of  what  they  relate  and  bear  Teftimony  to? 
and 

I.  Were  not  deceived  thcmfelves. 

II.  Were  Men  of  Integrity  and  would  not 
deceive  others. 

In  the  firft  place  if  Perfons  relate  and  bear 
Teftimony  to  a  Hiftory  of  Fads,  and  pretend 
to  be  themfelves  prefent  at,  Eye-witneftes  of, 
and  concern'd  in,  thofe  Fads,  and  if  the  pre-, 
tended  Fads  are  of  fuch  a  Nature  as  to  have, 
lading,  viftble  Effeds,  then  it  is  Demonftration 
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that  fuch  Perfons  nmft  have  full  Knowledge* 
Whether  there  ever  were, or  were  notTuchFads, 
and  confequently  could  not  poffibly  be  de¬ 
ceiv'd  themfelves.  In  fhort,  no  Perfons  can 
have  knowledge  of  any  Fads  if  not  fuch 
Perfons. 

In  the  fecond  place  if  Perfons  have  never 
!  been  known  to  falfify  or  deceive  in  any  In- 
fiance,  and  ifit  is  entirely  againft  ail  poffibility 
of  Intereft  for  them  to  deceive  5  then,  we  have 
■  reafon  to  think  them  Perfons  of  Integrity. 

1  And  no  greater  Evidence  can  be  given,  that 
:  any  Perfons  are  Perfons  of  Integrity  than 
this. 

I.  We  are  then  in  the  firft  place  to  examine, 

[  whether  the  Perfons  who  relate  and  bear  Te- 
jftimony  to  the  Hiftory  of  Jefus  and  his  A  po¬ 
lities,  pretend  to  be  themfelves  prefent  at,  Eye- 
\  witneffes  of,  and  concern'd  in,  the  Fads  which 
;thcy  relate  and  bear  Teftimony  to  5  and  whe- 
|  ther  the  pretended  Fads  had  fuch  lading,  vifi- 
ble  Effeds  that  they  could  not  be  miftaken 
concerning  them,  nor  deceiv'd  themfelves. 

Illy.  Whether  they  were  ever  found  to  be 
Deceivers  in  any  Inflances,  or  if  it  was  contrary 
to  all  poffibility  of  Intereft  for  them  to  de¬ 
ceive. 

I  In  the  firft  place  then  it  is  evident,  that 
the  Perfons  who  relate  and  bear  Teftimony 
to  the  Hiftory  of  Jefus  and  his  Apoftles,  pre¬ 
tend 
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tend  to  be  themfelves  prefent  at,  concern'd  in, 
and  Eye-witneffes  of  the  Fads  which  they  re¬ 
late  and  bear  Teftimony  to  5  and  the  pretended 
Fads  had  lading,  vifible  Effeds  5  fo  that  they 
could  not  poffibly  be  deceiv'd  themfelves, 
and  not  know  whether  there  ever  were,  or 
were  not  fucli  Fads. 

Thus,  Matthew  and  John  give  us  a  Hidory 
of  Fads,  and  pretend  themfelves  prefent  at, 
concern'd  in,  and  Eye-witneffes  of  thofe  Fads; 
and  the  pretended  Fads  had  lading,  vifible 
Effeds ;  it  is  evident  then  that  thefe  Perfons 
mud  have  full  Knowledge  whether  there  ever 
were,  or  were  not,  fuch  Fads. 

Again,  two  other  Hidorians,  called  Mark 
and  Luke,  give  us  the  fame  Hidory  ;  and  Luke 
befidcs  publifhes  another  Hidory  of  Fads,  in 
which,  Peter ,  James ,  John,  Paul  and  other 
Difciples  of  Jcfus  were  the  Chief  Adors.  This 
Account  he  publifhes,  whild  thefe  Perfons  were 
yet  alive,  and  mud  have  deny'd  the  Fads  if 
there  had  been  no  fuch,  or  themfelves  not 
Parties  in  the  Impodure. 

Further,  Tho'  Matthew ,  Mark,  Luke  and 
John,  only  were  the  dired  Hidorians  of  the 
Life  and  Adions  of  Jcfus  and  his  Apodles; 
yet  Peter ,  James ,  John  and  Jude ,  accord-  , 
ing  to  the  relation  of  the  above  named  Hi- 
dorians,  were  condant  attend ers  of  Jefus, 
and  thefe  Perfons  themfelves  refer  to  the  re-  \ 
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lated  Fads  in  their  feveral  Epiftles  to  diffe¬ 
rent  Churches,  and  the  whole  that  they  write 
is  grounded  upon  a  Suppofition  of  the  Fads. 

'  We  muft  reckon  then  as  Attefters  of  the 
Hiftory  of  Jefus,  Matthew,  John,  Feter,  James, 
Jude,  Mark,  Luke,  the  five  firft  of  which  pre- 
1  tend  to  be  therafelves  prefent  at,  Eye-witnef- 
•  fes  of,  and  concern’d  in  the  Fads  which  they 
relate,  and  bear  Teftimony  to ;  and  Attefters 
of  the  Hiftory  of  the  Apoftles,  Luke,  Feter , 

'  James ,  John  and  Paul. 

And  as  one  part  of  the  Chriftian  Hiftory 
depends  on  the  other  part  of  it,  and  Jcfus’s 
Difciples,  according  to  their  own  account  of 
Things,  aded  by  his  Authority  and  Commif- 
:  fion,  "it  is  evident,  that  if  they  did  not  the 
Adions  which  they  pretend  they  did,  neither 
did  He  the  adions  which  they  aferibe  unto 
him ;  and  if  He  did  not  the  Adions  which 
;  they  aferibe  to  him,  neither  did  they  the  A- 
dions  which  they  pretend  they  did ;  but  it  is 
impoffible  for  Pcrfons  to  be  deceiv’d  in  then- 
own  Cafe,  and  not  know  whether  they  real¬ 
ly  do,  or  do  not  make  the  Lame  walk,  the 
Blind  fee,  the  Dead  come  to  life,  &c.  confe-  1 
quently  all  thefc  Pcrfons  muft  be  grand  Cheats 
if  there  were  no  fuch  Fads. 

As  to  the  common  Objcdion  of  Enthufi- 
1  afm,  it  can  have  no  weight  here,  the  Things 
teftifv’d  by  thefe  Pcrfons  being  of  that  Nature, 

that 
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that  they  could  not  poffibly  be  deceived  con¬ 
cerning  them:  and  tho*  a  warm  Imagination 
may  be  fo  far  impos'd  on,  as  to  apprehend 
Vilions  and  Revelations  when  there  arc  real¬ 
ly  no  fuch  things;  yet  no  Perfons  in  their 
Senfes,  no  Perfons  who  can  deliver  to  the 
World  a  confident  Scheme  of  Morality,  can 
be  lb  far  deceived  as  to  imagine,  that  they 
make  the  Blind  lee,  the  Lame  walk,  the  Dead 
come  to  life,  or  that  they  fipcak  in  Langua¬ 
ges  which  they  never  learnt,  if  there  were 
no  fuch  Fads. 

It  is  then  beyond  Contradiction  evident, 
that  the  Perfons  who  relate,  and  bear  Tefti- 
mony  to,  the  Hidory  of  Jejus  and  his  Apoftlcs, 
had  full  Knowledge  whether  there  ever  were, 
or  were  not  fuch  Fads  as  they  relate  and 
bear  Tcftimony  to,  and  confequcntly  were 
not  deceiv’d  thcmfclves.  The  next  thing  then 
rg  be  enquired  after  is, 

Wily.  If  they  were  ever  known  to  falfify  or 
deceive  in  any  one  Indance  5  and  if  it  was 
contrary  to  all  Poflibility  of  Intcrcft  for  them 
to  deceive. 

r.  In  the  fird  place  then,  they  were  never 
known  to  falfify  or  deceive  in  any  one  In- 
itance  ;  they  had  no  blot  in  their  Charaders; 
and  their  very  word  Enemies  could  not  re-* 
proach  them  with  Immorality. 
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(D  idly .  It  was  againft  all  poflibility  of  Inter- 

iij  eft  for  them  to  deceive. 

That  to  deceive,  was  contrary  to  all  poffi- 
i  bility  of  Intereft  in  this  World  is  evident,  be- 
in  caufe  Perfecution  and  Death  were  the  Con- 
j  fequence  of  the  Impofture,  if  it  was  one.  And 
|  that  it  was  contrary  to  all  future  Profpeds  is 
i  evident,  becaufe  it  is  not  poffible  for  Human 
;  Nature  to  have  fo  abfurd  Notions  of  the 
Deity,  as  that  his  Favour  is  to  be  purchas'd 
itby  inventing  a  lye,  and  perfevering  in  it.  Pof- 
fibly,  indeed  Perfons  may  have  ly'd  for  God- 
i|that  is,  they  may  have  fupported  a  Caufe  which 
ithey  apprehended  to  be  his,  with  Falfhood  * 
ib ut  then,  they  thought  it  was  really  his  Caufe  5 
|and  no  Body  has  been  fo  abfurd  as  to  imagine 
that  the  favour  of  the  Deity,  is  to  be  purchas’d 
by  inventing  a  lye  concerning  Him  5  by  affert- 
ing,  That  to  be  his  Caufe  which  they  cer¬ 
tainly  know  to  be  not  fo  5  which  is  lying 
not  for,  but  againft,  in  oppofition  to  Him, 

If  it  be  faid,  that  tho’  it  is  true  thefe  Per¬ 
fons  aded  contrary  to  worldly  Intereft*  yet 
they  might  have  another  Notion  of  Things 
at  firft,  and  that  particularly  Jefus  the  Ring¬ 
leader  of  this  Sed,  defignd  making  himfelf  a 
King  *  and  that  after  his  deceafe  his  Difciples 
aded  upon  the  fame  worldly  Motives.  I  an- 
fwer,  it  no  where  appears  that  Jefus  defignd 

yaking 
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making  himfelf  a  King;  on  the  contrary  He 
conftantly  difclaim'd  whatever  tended  that  way, 
and  declared  that  his  Kingdom  was  not  of  this 
World.  And  as  to  his  Diiciples,  what  ever  Notion 
they  at  firft  might  have  of  worldly  Advance¬ 
ment,  yet  the  repeated  Declarations  of  their 
Mailer,"  his  ignominious  Death  and  Sufferings, 
their  own  cruel  Treatment  in  the  World,  fully 
appriz’d  them  of  what  they  were  to  expect  on 
Earth,  and  that  Bonds,  Perfection,  Hatred  of  all 
Men  and  Death  were  to  be  the  only  Portions 
they  were  in  this  World  to  expect. 

Again,  what  view  to  worldly  Advancement  : 
had  Paul  a  learned  and  ingenious  Man,  in 
good  repute  in  his  own  Nation,  and  who  well 
knew  what  Fate  the  Spreaders  of  Chriftanity. 
were  to  expect,  from  the  part  he  had  added  i 
towards  them  ?  T 

But  to  put  this  Matter  out  of  queftion,  what¬ 
ever  Profpect  of  worldly  Intereft  Pcrfons  may 
have  living,  they  can  have  none  dying:  thele'1' 
Perfons  fealed  their  Teftimony  with  their:; 
Blood,  and  laid  down  their  Lives  to  confirm 
the  Truth  of  what  they  delivered.  ifj 

Now  the  Queftion  is,  what  could  make  them  ■ 
behave  after  this  manner?  Our  Kcafoncrs 
tell  us,  That  every  Effcdt  muft  have  a  ncccf- 
lary  Caufe,  and  a  Caufe  fuited  to  the  Effect., ' 
Let  them  then  tell  us  what  is  the  nece&jryjl 
Caufe  of  this  Effeft,  and  . what  could  be  the-  j 

Motive;,; 
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Motive  to  fo  many  Perfons  to  fuffer  not 
only  Perfecution,  but  Death  for  the  fake  of 
a  known  falfhood.  Here  they  renounce  Earth  5 
and  if  they  have  a  Thought  of  Heaven,  they 
renounce  this  too.  In  this  Cafe  they  muft 
chufe  Pain,  as  Pain,  and  renounce  Pleafure  as 
!  fucli  5  which  yet  it  will  not  be  allow'd  that 
any  Man  is  capable  of  doing. 

If  it  be  faid,  that  they  were  Atheiftical  Per¬ 
fons,  disbeliev'd  a  God,  and  confequently  had 
no  future  Profpeds ;  then  I  ask.  What  made 
them  renounce  this  World?  If  it  be  faid  they 
believ'd  a  God  and  their  own  future  Exiftence  5 
then  I  demand  how  they  came  to  renounce 
his  Favour  for  nothing;  how  they  came  know- 
j  ingly  and  purpofely  to  purchafe  Mifery  in  the 
next  World,  with  Mifery  in  this  ? 

If  it  be  yet  objeded  that  after  they  had  once 
publifhed  their  Story  (whatever  was  their  Mo- 
|j  tive  of  doing  if)  Pride  made  them  refolutely 
I  adhere  to  it.  I  anfwer.  When  we  argue  that 
a  certain  Behaviour  is  the  Effed  of  Pride,  we 
|  fhould  either  fhew  from  the  Nature  of  Pride 
i  that  it  may  have  fuch  an  Effed,  or  give  Ex- 
|  amples  where  there  really  has  been  fuch  Pride 

I  in  the  World.  But  if  we  can  do  neither  of 
thefe  ( as  mod  certainly  we  cannot, )  then  we 
cannot  argue  that  the  Behaviour  of  thefe  Per- 
|  fons  was  the  Effect  of  Pride, 
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It  is  true  that  many  Perfons  have  laid  down 
their  Lives  for  Erroneous  Opinions,  but  then 
it  muft  be  remembred  that  thefe  fuffered  for 
Error  as  Truth  5  but  we  find  no  Inftances 
where  feveral  Perfons  have  agreed  to  lay  down 
their  Lives  to  maintain  a  known  Cheat  and 
Falfhood  without  any  Profped  of  Intereft  or 
Gratification  to  Themfelves.  Criminals  will 
dye  with  a  Lye  in  their  Mouth ;  but  it  is  in 
hopes  of  faving  their  Lives,  their  Reputations, 
or  Eftates,  and  they  don't  perfevere  in  a  Cheat 
without  a  Motive  to  it. 

And  what  yet  ftrengthens  the  Argument 
for  the  Integrity  of  thefe  Perfons,  is  the  great 
Number  of  them;  and  if  it  is  irrational  to 
think  that  one  Pcrfon  would  lay  down  his 
Life  to  maintain  a  known  Falfhood,  it  is  yet 
more  irrational  to  think  that  many  Perfons 
fhould  agree  to  do  it  5  that  they  fhould  be  true 
to  Falfhood  and  to  each  other.  And  indeed 
confidering  the  Nature  of  Mankind,  their  de¬ 
fire  of  Life,  averfion  to  Pain  and  love  of  Plea- 
fure ,  'tis  no  lefs  than  Demonftration  that 
thefe  Perfons  did  not  die  to  maintain  a  known 
Cheat. 

To  conclude  this  Head,  no  greater  Evi¬ 
dence  can  be  given  of  any  Propofition 
than  the  Nature  of  that  Propofition  will  ad¬ 
mit  5  and  when  a  Propofition  has  the  high- 
eft  Evidence  that  can  be  given  to  it,  it  ought 

to 
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to  be  receiv’d  as  Truth,  or  all  Propofitions 
of  the  fame  Nature  that  have  only  the  fame, 
or  a  lefs  Evidence,  to  be  reje&ed  as  Falfhood. 
No  higher  Evidence  can  be  given  that  any 
Perfons  are  Pcrfons  of  Integrity  than  we  have, 
that  thofe  who  relate  and  bear  Teftimony 
to  the  Hiftory  of  Jefu$y  and  his  Apoftles, 
were  Perfons  of  Integrity  ;  then  it  is  not  ratio¬ 
nal  to  believe  that  any  Perfons  are  Perfons  of 
Integrity,  if  it  is  not  rational  to  believe  that 
thefe  are  Perfons  of  Integrity  5  and  if  it  is 
not  rational  to  believe  that  any  Perfons  are 
Perfons  of  Integrity,  then  it  is  not  rational 
to  receive  any  Hiftory  upon  the  Teftimony 
of  any  Perfons  whatfoever.  We  muft  then, 
if  we  are  confident  with  ourfelves,  believe 
that  no  Perfons  are  Perfons  of  Integrity,  and 
confequently  muft  receive  no  Hiftory  upon  the 
Teftimony  of  any  Perfons  whatfoever  $  or  be¬ 
lieve  that  thefe  Perfons  are  Perfons  of  Integri¬ 
ty,  and  confequently  muft  receive  their  Tefti¬ 
mony. 

As  to  the  Point,  whether  thofe  who  relate 
and  bear  Teftimony  to  the  Hiftory  of  Jefus , 
and  his  Apoftlcs,  did  give  this  Evidence  of 
their  Integrity  and  lay  down  their  Lives  for 
the  fake  of  what  they  delivered  5  this  Point 
is  out  of  queftion  with  all,  and  the  Sufferings 
and  Death  of  the  Founders  of  Chriftianity  was 
fo  open,  and  publick,  fo  circumftantiated,  has 

E  .%  differed 
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fufFered  fo  many  Reproaches,  and  {lands  in 
fo  many  Records,  that  the  greateft  Oppofers 
of  this  Religion  have  not  been  hardy  enough 
to  deny  it  :  And  it  can  no  more  be  doubted, 
that  the  Founders  of  Chriftiany  fuffer'd  and 
dy’d  for  it,  than  it  can  be  doubted  whether 
there  were  fuch  Emperors  as  Tiberius ,  Neror 
Trajan,  &c.  in  whole  times  they  fufFer¬ 
ed,  &c. 

We  have  then  the  higheft  Evidence  the  Na¬ 
ture  of  the  Propofitioii  will  admit,  that  the 
Perfons  who  relate  and  bear  Teftimony  to  the 
Hiftory  of  Jefus  and  his  Apoftles,  had  full 
Knowledge  of  what  they  relate  and  bear  Te- 
fiimony  to,  and  were  not  deceiv'd  themfelves $ 
and  alfo  that  they  were  Men  of  Integrity, 
and  would  not  deceive  others.  Then  it  fol¬ 
lows,  that  the  Hiftory ,  which  they  deliver¬ 
ed,  ought  to  be  receiv’d  as  a  true  one. 

But  farther,  we  have  not  only  the  Teftimo¬ 
ny  of  thefe  Perfons  for  the  Truth  of  the  Fads, 
but  we  have  likewife  other  collateral  Evidence 
and  Circumftances. 

Thus,  Thofe  who  dilpute  about  the  Fads, 
and  pretend  that  they  were  not  true  Miracles, 
acknowledge  the  Fads. 

Thofe  who  aferibe  them  to  diabolical  Po-  1 
wer,  acknowledge  the  Fads  5  Here  then  is  the  j 
Teftimony  of  Enemies.  .( 

Ill 
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Again,  the  pretended  Fads  were  of  fudh  & 
Nature,  and  had  fuch  lading  vifible  EfFe&s, 
that  every  Body  who  lived  at  the  Time  when, 
they  were  pretended  to  be  done,  had  Oppor¬ 
tunity  to  inform  themfelves  concerning  the 
Truth  of  them.  Thus,  the  meaneft  Perfon, 
if  he  had  not  himfelf  been  prefent,  might 
eafily  have  inform'd  himfelf,  whether  Jefus 
open'd  the  Eyes  of  the  Blind  5  raifed  Ln&arm 
from  the  Deads  and  whether  feter  and  John 
had  made  a  Cripple,  who  had  lain  a  long 
Time  at  the  Gate  of  the  Temple,  walk.  They 
might  have  had  the  Teftimony  of  a  Thoufand 
People,  if  they  had  not  had  that  of  their  own 
Eyes,  that  one  had  been  Blind,  another  Lame  5 
and  could  themfelves  examine  how  far  thefe 
Cures  were  wrought,  and  if  jLazants  had  been 
Dead  and  was  then  alive. 

And  fince  it  is  of  the  Effence  of  a  Miracle 
that  is  to  be  an  Evidence  to  us,  that  the 
Laws  of  Nature  be  chang'd  in  fuch  Inftances, 
where  we  have  a  full  Knowledge  of  the  Laws 
of  Nature,  it  is  evident  that  Cheats  are  liable 
to  be  difeovered  $  and  the  moft  illiterate  Per¬ 
fon  knows  the  Laws  and  Powers  of  fome 
Bodies,  and  Caufes,  particularly  he  knows 
that  Spittle  and  Clay  will  not  open  the  Eyes 
of  the  Blind ;  nor  the  fpeaking  of  a  Word 
raife  the  Dead  to  Life,  confcquently  has 
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it  in  his  Power  to  examine  whether  there  be  a 
Miracle  or  not. 

Again,  the  great  Number  of  Converts  to 
Chriftianity  in  the  time  of  the  Apoftles  is  an 
Evidence  of  the  Fads. 

That  there  were  a  vaft  Number  of  thefe 
early  Converts  is  by  none  difputed,  and  it  is 
incredible  that  fo  many  Perfons  fhould  imbark 
in  a  Religion  contrary  to  all  worldly  Intereft, 
if  they  had  not  throughly  examin’d  the  Fads 
on  which  this  Religion  was  founded.  True, 
vaft  Numbers  of  Converts  have  been  made  to 
falfe  Religions,  but  with  this  Difference  from 
the  prefent  Cafe ;  thefe  had  the  fupport  of 
Wordly  Power,  and  it  was  agreeable  to  W orld- 
ly  Intereft.  But  there  are  no  Inftanccs,  where 
a  vaft  Number  of  Perfons  imbark’d  in  a  Re¬ 
ligion  contrary  to  both  thefe  5  a  Religion  which 
propos'd  no  other  Worldly  Preferment  to  it's 
Followers,  than  Bonds,  Stripes  and  Death ; 
which  gave  no  Relief  from  Perfection  in  one 
City ,  but  Flight  into  mother ;  and  which  flood 
charg'd  with  this  frightful  Motto,  Take  up  your 
Crofs  and  follow  me.  It  could  be  only  the  E- 
vidence  of  this  Religion,  which  made  fo  many 
Perfons  engage  in  it  under  fuch  difadvantage- 
ous  Circumftances. 

Again,  No  Inftances  of  Cheat  or  Impofture 
being  found  with  regard  to  the  pretended 
Fads,  it  is  an  Evidence  on  the  Side  of  the 
Fads.  We 
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We  do  not  fay,  that  the  not  difcovering 
of  a  Cheat,  is  an  Evidence  that  there  is  no 
fuch:  for  then  it  would  follow,  that  there 
could  be  no  fuch  thing  as  a  Cheat  undifl 
covered  5  but  we  fay  and  juftly,  when  many 
Perfons  are  engag’d  to  fearch  out  a  Cheat, 
their  not  finding  any  is  a  probable  Argument 
that  there  is  none  to  find. 

Here  was  the  Jew,  to  the  lafl  Degree  tena¬ 
cious  of  his  Law  and  Modes  of  Worfhip,  which 
every  Day  were  lofing  ground  by  the  increafe 
of  Chriftianity  ;  the  new  Converts,  whofe  dif- 
covery  of  a  Fraud  would  have  reftored  them 
again  to  the  World,  and  whatever  was  dear  in 
it  5  and  the  Pagan,  utter  Enemy  to  the  fetting 
up  of  what  he  call’d  New  Gods  5  all  en¬ 
deavouring  to  deted  the  Impoftpre.  One  Ai% 
gument  for  the  Fads  then  is,  they  flood  the 
Examination  of  a  vaft  Number  of  Perfons* 
whofe  Inter  eft  it  was  to  deted  them. 

Yet  laftly,  Tho’  it  has  been  already  feen, 
that  the  Dodrine  to  which  the  Fads  give  E- 
vidence,  was  worthy  of  God  and  fuitable  to 
his  Nature,  yet  we  have  hitherto  only  argu’d, 
that  on  this  account  it  was  poffible  that  it 
might  Come  from  him  5  but  we  may  now 
fairly  carry  the  Matter  farther  and  fay,  that 
it’s  being  worthy  of  God  and  fuitable  to  his 
Nature  is  one  Evidence  that  it  really  did  come 
from  Him.  The  Cafe  is.  Human  Nature  has 

E  4  bceri 


71  Whether  the  Chl  Re  L  I  g. 

been  found  very  deficient  in  giving  Schemes 
of  Morality  to  Mankind,  and  we  know  of 
no  Religion,  unlefs  it  be  thejewifh,  orChri- 
fiian,  but  what  delivers  falfe  Notions  of  God, 
or  falfe  Rules  of  Happinefs  to  Man  5  either 
Contradidions  to  it  felf,  or  Contradictions 
to  the  Nature  of  a  God.  But  the  Chriftian 
Religion  is  all  of  a  Piece  5  the  Difcoveries  in 
it  fuitable  to  the  Nature  of  God  5  and  the 
Pradice,  which  it  enjoins,  beneficial  to  Man* 
kind.  And  when  we  confider,  that  the  Foun¬ 
ders  of  this  Religion  were  illiterate,  plain  Men, 
this  Argument  will  have  great  Weight. 

We  have  then  the  higheft  hiftorical  Evidence, 
"which  is  all  the  Evidence  we  poflibly  can 
have  in  the  prefent  Cafe,  of  the  Truth  of 
the  pretended  Fads  5  and  we  muft,  if  we  are 
confident  with  ourfelves,  either  receive  this 
Evidence,  and  acknowledge  the  Fads,  or  re¬ 
ceive  no  hiftorical  Evidence,  and  acknowledge 
no  Fads  but  what  ourfelves  are  witnefics 
of. 

I  now  but  put  the  Chriftian  Hiftory,  as  to 
Evidence,  equal  with  other  Hiftories,  which 
we  every  Day  receive  as  true  ones,  and  ad 
upon  the  fuppofition  of  their  being  fuch  5  but 
we  may  fairly  carry  the  Matter  farther  and 
fay  that  we  have  no  Hiftory  which  has  fuch 
Teftimony*  which  was  delivered  and  witnefs'd 
by  fo  many  Perfons,  prefent  at,  and  concern'd 
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in,  theFafts  which  they  deliver  and  bear  Te- 
ftimony  to;  and  where  the  Hiftorians  and 
Witneflcs  gave  fuch  Evidences  of  their  Inte¬ 
grity;  and  which  befides  is  confirm'd  by  fo 
many  collateral  Evidences. 

SECT.  X. 

SO  far  then  the  Chriftian  Religion  is  right 
as  to  the  Matter  which  it  contains,  and 
as  to  the  Manner  in  which  it  is  delivered  ;  it 
at  prcfent  Hands  worthy  of  God,  and  has  all 
the  Evidence  which  can  be  expefted,  that  it 
jreally  did  come  from  him :  but  happily  we 
have  another  Key  given  us  to  detect  the  Im- 
pofture,  if  it  be  one;  a  Key  put  into  our 
hands  even  by  the  Founder  of  this  Religion 
Himfelf;  and  that  is,  a  Pretence  in  him  to 
fulfill  Prophecies.  Now  then  as  God  cannot 
fet  his  Seal  to  a  Lye,  JeJus  mud  be  pro¬ 
phecy ’d  of,  or  He  is  an  Impoftor. 

He  Himfelf  tells  us,  That  a the  Scriptures 
teftify  of  him ;  That  Mofes  wrote  of  him  5 
That  had  they  b  believed  Mofes,  they  would  have 
believed  him  :  for  he  wrote  of  him . 

As  Jefus  then  plainly  declares,  that  the 
Scriptures  tejlify  of  him ,  the  Scriptures  muft 
teftify  of  him,  or  he  is  an  Impoftor.  As  he 
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direttly  fays.  Had  ye  believ’d  Mofes ,  ye  would 
have  believed  me ;  it  is  evident  that  according  ■ 
to  Jefus,  Mofes  muft  fo  plainly  and  direttly 
foretell  him,  that  the  Jews  could  not  con- 
fiftently  with  a  belief  of  Mofes  rejett  Jefus 
as  not  being  that  Perfon  whom  he  pretend¬ 
ed  to  be.  From  hence  then,  as  well  as  from 
his  other  repeated  Declarations,  his  making 
*  Eternal  Life ,  or  Death  a  Confequence  of  be¬ 
lieving  in,  or  rejetting  him  ;  his  aflerting  that 
thofe  b  whom  he  had  fpoken  to,  had  no  cloke 
for  their  Sim ;  and  that  this  was  the  c  condem¬ 
nation  of  the  World,  that  light  was  come  into  it, 
and  yet  Men  love  darknefs  rather  than  Light ;  it 
appears,  that  were  there  never  fo  many  ex- 
prefs  and  plain  Prophecies  of  the  Mejfiah’ s 
Death,  Refurrcttion,  Afcenfion,  &c.  yet  the 
proof  of  Jefus’s  being  the  McJJiah ,  could  not,  ji 
according  to  his  own  Account  of  Things,  reft 
upon  thefe,  and  he  muft  have  had  the  Tefti-  j 
jnony  of  Prophecy,  ffuch  aTeftimony  as  was, 
fufficient  to  determine  the  rational  aflent  of 
the  Jews)  before  ever  he  came  to  fuffer. 

By  the  way,  this  may  fhew  how  little  ne* 
ceflary  it  was,  in  order  to  Jefus’s  proving  him- 
felf  the  Meffiah,  for  him  to  rife  from  the  dead: 
before  all  the  People.  If  He  was  the  Meffiah J 
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He  muft  have  prov'd  himfelf  to  be  fo,  before 
He  rofe  from  the  Dead. 

If  then  Jefus  is  the  Mcjfiah,  the  following 
Propofttion  is  undeniable.  That  Jefus  muft 
have  fulfill'd  fuch  clear  and  exprefs  Prophecy 
of  Mofes  before  he  came  to  fuffer,  that  no 
Perfon  confidently  with  a  Belief  of  Mofes 
could  rejeft  Jefusy  as  not  being  that  Perfon 
whom  he  pretended  to  be. 

Now  then,  in  order  to  fee  whether  Jefus 
had  the  Teftimony  of  Prophecy,  it  is  neceft 
fary  to  confider  the  Nature  of  Prophecy,  and 
!  what  that  Prophecy  is  which  can  give  Evi¬ 
dence  to  a  Perfon  or  Do&rine. 
x  ■  When  the  Divine  Being  by  the  Mouth  of 
any  Perfon  foretells  a  future  Event,  we  call 
ki  it  a  Prophecy. 

m  f  Now  then,  as  we  are  to  examine  into  the 
&  I  Determination  of  Bodies,  Laws  of  Nature, 
It  !  Power  of  Caufes,  &c.  to  know  when  there 
3  is  really  a  Miracle  5  fo  we  are  to  confider  the 
0  <  Nature  of  Mankind,  and  the  particular  Events 
foretold,  before  we  can  pronounce  that  there 
,  is  a  Prophecy. 

A  Man  by  infight  into  Nature,  by  confider- 
;  .  ing  the  Difpofitions  of  Perfons  and  State  of 
Things,  may  foretell  many  future  Events  5  lie 
1  does  not  fortell  them  as  knowing  they  will, 
if  |  but  he  foretells  them  becaufe  confidering  the 
if  State  of  Things,  it  is  moft  likely  they  fhould 
4 1  come 
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come  to  pafs.  The  fulfilling  of  any  Event 
then,  which  may  be  thus  foretold,  is  no  Evi¬ 
dence  that  it  was  a  Prophecy. 

Again,  If  a  future  Event  is  fo  remote,  that 
it  cannot  be  foreknown  by  a  Confideration 
of  the  Nature  of  Perfons  and  Things,  yet  if 
Humane  Power  can  effed  it,  it  cannot  entire¬ 
ly  be  look'd  on  as  a  Prophecy.  Thus,  were 
it  delivered,  that  an  Army  at  a  certain  time 
Should  vanquifh,  Perfons  do  great  and  heroick 
Adions ;  yet  this  would  by  no  means  be  an 
Evidence  that  the  foretelling  thefe  Events  was 


Prophecying.  We  know  how  greatly  the 
Adions  of  Mankind  are  affeded  by  their  Ima¬ 
ginations,  and  how  much  a  Belief  that  a  thing 
will  arrive,  is  often  a  means  to  make  it  do 
fo.  Many  Nations  have  found  their  account 
In  Artifices  of  this  Sort;  and  that  wife  Peo- 
pie  the  Romms  knew  what  they  did  by  their 
Divinations,  and  Oracles.  Neither  can  gene-  j 
ral  Charaders,  which  feveral  Perfons  have  a  1 
right  to,  or  particular  ones  which  may  be  af- 
fiim'd,  give  Evidence  that  any  particular  Per- 
fon  is  prophecy'd  of.  Thus,  were  it  faid  that 
a  Prophet  fhould  arife,  hern  at  Bethlehem ,  of 
the  feed  of  David,  &c.  the  anfwering  of  thefe 
Charaders  could  give  no  particular  Evidence 
to  any  Perfon  that  he  was  this  Prophet,  and. 
what  might  be  apply 'd  to  feveral,  could  not 
poflibly  give  Evidence  to  one.  In  order  then 
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ro  determine  that  a  foretold  Event  when  ful¬ 
filled,  is  a  Prophecy,  it  is  neceffary,  either  that 
it  be  fuch  as  human  Power  cannot  accomplifh ; 
or  that  thofe  who  fulfill  it,  fhould  be  entire¬ 
ly  ignorant  of  it ;  or  that  when  a  Perfon  is 
foretold,  fo  many  Characters  and  Circum¬ 
stances  fhould  meet  in  him,  as  cannot  be  af- 
fum'd  by  an  Impoftor. 

The  Firft  of  thefe  Cafes  has  the  higheft 
Evidence  of  being  Prophecy  ;  and  as  no  Being 
can  change  the  Laws  of  Nature  but  the  Lord 
of  it,  it  is  ftrid  Demonftration  that  no  Being 
ican  foretell  thefe  Changes,  but  the  Lord  of 
Nature.  When  a  Prophecy  of  this  kind  is 
fulfilled.  Miracle  and  Prophecy  are  united. 

idly.  When  feveral  Perfons  unknowingly 
’bring  to  pafs  feveral  foretold  Events,  this  is 
an  Evidence  that  the  foretelling  thefe  Events, 
was  prophecying ;  and  as  in  this  Cafe  no  Ima¬ 
gination  or  Art  of  Man  could  be  a  means  to 
accomplifh  this  End,  it  is  Evident  it  mud  be 
foretold  by  the  Lord  of  Nature. 

It  follows  then,  that  in  order  to  our  con¬ 
cluding  that  certain  foretold  Events  which  are 
accoqaplifh'd  by  Human  Means,  is  Prophecy, 
It  is  neceffary  that  the  Perfons  who  fulfill  thefe 
Events,  muff  either  never  have  heard  of  the 
Prophecy,  or  not  underhand  the  Manner  in 
which  it  is  to  be  fulfill’d. 
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idly.  When  a  great  Number  of  before  de- 
feribed  Characters  and  Circumftances  meet  in 
one  Perfon,  and  are  not  applicable  to  any  o- 
ther  whatfoever,  then  thefe  Characters  and 
Circumftances  are  truly  Prophetical,  and  the 
Per  ion  in  whom  they  meet  is  to  be  looked 
on  as  foretold  by  God. 

And  when  thefe  three  kinds  of  Prophecy 
meet  in  the  fame  Perfon  5  when  a  foretold  E- 
Vent  is  fulfilled  which  Human  Power  could  not 
accomplifh*  when  feveral  foretold  Characters 
of  a  Perfon  who  fhould  fulfill  this  Event,  meet 
in  that  Perfon  who  really  docs  fulfill  it ;  and 
when  feveral  Pcrfoiis  unknowingly  accomplifh 
feveral  Events,  which  were  foretold  fhould 
come  to  pafs  at  this  Time:  here  is  a  Concur¬ 
rence  of  Prophecy,  which  added  to  Miracle, 
is  the  higheft  Evidence  we  can  imagine  can 
be  given  to  a  Perfon  or  DoCtrine. 

Now  then  having  taken  a  view  of  the  Na¬ 
ture  of  Prophecy,  we  proceed  to  fee  whether 
Jefus  has  really  the  Evidence  which  he  claims, 
which  is  the  Tcftimony  of  Prophecy,  and 
whether  lie  afierted  Truth  when  he  faid,  If 
ye  had  believed  Aiofes ,  ye  would  have  believed 
me ,  for  he  wrote  of  me . 

Mofesy  the  great  Law-giver  of  the  Jews ,  de¬ 
clared  that  a  Prophet  fhould  arife  with  thefe 
Characters. 


A 


( 
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A  Man  raifed  up  amidjl  his  Brethren  *. 

And  like  unto  b  Mofes . 

That  he  fhould  have  this  Office,  to  be  in 
I  the  place  of  God,  and  fpeak  the  Words  of 
his  Mouth.  I  will c put  my  Words  into  his  Mouth , 

|  and  he  fhall  fpeak  unto  them  all  that  1  fhall 
|  command  him . 

And  alfo  that  a  Punifhment  fhould  attend 
the  not  hearkening  to  him.  And  it  fhall  d  come 
to  pafs  that  whofoever  will  not  hearken  unto  my 
Words  which  he  fhall  fpeak  in  my  Name ,  I  will 
require  it  of  him . 

And  that  the  Evidence  which  fhould  be 
given  him  whereby  the  People  fhould  know 
that  what  he  fpake  was  really  the  Words  of 
God,  fhou’d  be  this,  fpeaking  in  the  Name 
of  the  Lord,  and  having  the  Thing  which  he 
fpeaks  follow  and  come  to  pafs.  When  a 
Prophet  •  fpeaketh  in  the  name  of  the  Lordy  if 
the  thin %  follow  noty  nor  come  to  pafs ,  that  is  the 
i  Word  which  the  Lord  hath  not  fpoken . 

We  are  then  to  obferve  concerning  this 
:  Prophet. 

i.  That  he  was  to  deliver  fomething  of 
great  Importance,  what  he  was  to  deliver  be¬ 
ing  called  the  Words  of  God's  Mouthy  and  a 

{Penalty  being  annex'd  to  the  not  hearkening 
to  it. 

b  —  1 8.  if  6  -  18.  18. 
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2.  That 
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2.  That  a  particular  Evidence  was  to  be  gi¬ 
ven  to  him. 

3.  That  the  particular  Evidence  to  be  given 
him  was  to  be  given  for  a  particular  End  and 
Intent,  namely,  as  a  Mark  by  which  the  Peo¬ 
ple  fhould  know  that  what  had  been  delivered 
to  them  by  this  Prophet  was  really  the  Words 
of  God.  And  if  thou  fay  a  in  thy  heart ,  how 
fhalL  ore  know  the  Word  which  the  Lord  hath 
not  fpoken?  whejta  Prophet  fpeaketh  in  the  Name 
of  the  Lord ,  &c. 

4.  That  fomething  newy  fomething  which 
had  not  been  delivered  before,  was  to  be  de¬ 
livered  by  this  Prophet,  there  being  no  need 
of  any  particular  Evidence,  or  any  Evidence 
at  all  to  be  given  to  what  had  been  before 
delivered  by  Mofes  5  this  having  already  had 
the  Evidence  of  Miracle.  Neither  would  the 
People  ask,  or  God  promife  to  give  any  more 
Evidence  to  this. 

It  follows  then,  that  the  Bufinefs  of  this 
Prophet  could  not  poffibly  be,  as  fome  ima¬ 
gine,  only  to  tell  what  was  become  of  loft 
Goods,  dre.  becaufc, 

1.  There  manifeftly  was  no  Need  of  any 
Evidence  to  be  given,  whereby  the  People 
fhould  know,  that  certain  Perfons  were  able 
to  tell  them  what  was  become  of  their  loft  ) 

i 

a  Deut.  iS.  21,  . 

Goods,  ' 

' 

i 
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Goods,  but  their  really  telling  what  was  be¬ 
come  of  them,  the  Thing  proving  it  felf* 

;  And  to  fuppofe  that  any  other  Evidence  was 
promifed  to  fuch  Perfons,  is  to  fuppofe  that 
an  Evidence  was  promifed  which  could  not 
poffibly  be  of  any  Service  to  thofe  to  whom 
|  it  was  promifed :  for  if  upon  their  applying 
to  a  certain  Perfon  to  rcftore  them  their  loft 
Goods,  this  Perfon  did  reftorc  them,  there 
ji  wanted  no  Evidence  of  his  Ability  to  do  it $ 
j  and  if  he  did  not  reftore  them,  no  Evidence 
t  would  perfuade  them  that  he  did,  or  that 

Ihe  was  a  proper  Perfon  to  be  apply'd  to 
on  fuch  Occafions.  And  to  fuppofe  that 
1  the  only  Evidence  promifed  whereby  the 

(People  fhould  know,  that  certain  Perfons  were 
able  to  reftorc  them  their  loft  Goods,  was 
really  reftoring  of  them,  appears  from  Gods 
|  anfwer  to  it  an  impoftible  Suppofition :  for 
j  in  that  Cafe,  the  Enquiry  put  by  God  into 
[  the  Mouth  of  the  People  would  be  this.  How 
[fid all  I  know  who  fhall  be  able  to  tell  me  what  is 
|  become  of  my  lofl  Goods ?  Gods  Anfwer,  He 
'!  that  does  tell  you  what  is  become  of  them  is  able 
i  to  do  it, 

|  2 dly.  It  was  to  be  required  of  them  if  they 
| did  not  hearken  to  this  Prophet,  which  could 
;  not  poffibly  have  been  the  Cafe,  if  his  Bufinefs 
| had  only  been  to  tell  what  was  become  of 
!  loft  Goods,  it  being  manifeftly  no. Crime  not 

F  to 
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to  feek  to ,  and  hearken  to,  this  Sort  of 
P.er Cons,  who  at  bell  wax  only  tolerated  by 
the  true  God  to  keep  his  People  from  Peek¬ 
ing  to  falfe  ones. 


And  3 My,  The  timing  of  this  Promife,  as 
well  as  the  Penalty  annexed  to  the  not  re¬ 
ceiving  the  Words  of  this  Prophet,  as  the 
Words  of  Gods  ALouth,  Chews,  that  what  he  was 
to  deliver  was  of  much  more  Importance  to 
Mankind,  than  only  telling  them  what  was 
become  of  their  loft  Goods. 


Thus,  When  the  People  were  frighted  at  the 
manner  in  which  God  had  delivered  the  Law, 
and  Paid,  a Let  me  not  hear  again  the  Voice  of 
the  Lord  my  God ,  neither  let  me  fee  this  great 
Fire  any  more ,  that  I  die  not.  God  anfwered, 
They  have  b  well  fpoken  that  which  they  have 
fpoken.  (Their  Rcqueft  is  what  1  approve  of.) 
/  will  raife  them  up  a  Prophet  from  among  their 
Brethren ,  like  unto  thee ,  and  will  put  my  Words 
in  his  Mouth ,  and  he  (hall  fpeak  unto  them 
all  that  1  fhall  command  him.  (When  I  again 
deliver  new  Commands  unto  the  People,  I 
will  fpeak  unto  them  in  the  Perfon  of  a  Man 
like  unto  Thee. )  And  it  fhall  come  to  pafs  that 
whofoever  will  not  hearken  to  my  Words ,  which  he' 
[halt  (peak  in  my  Name ,  I  will  require  it  of  him. 
(Whoever  does  not  hearken  to  the  Words  of 
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this  Prophet  as  to  the  Words  of  God,  I  will 
punifh  his  Difobedience. )  But  the  Prophet 
who  flail  prefume  to  fpeak  a  Word  in  my  Name, 
which  I  have  not  commanded  him  to  fpeak ,  or  that 
fhall  fpeak  in  the  name  of  other  Gods ,  even  that 
Prophet  flail  dye .  (An  Impoftor ,  one  who 
fhall  prefume  to  give  Laws  in  my  Name  with- 
out  my  Commiffionj  or  one  who  fhall  draw 
1  my  People  into  Idolatry,  fhall  be  put  to  Death.) 

’  <And  if  thou  fay  in  thy  heart  ho7v  flail  we  know 
the  Word  which  the  Lord  hath  not  fpoken?  (If 
?  God  will  require  it  of  me  if  I  don’t  hearken 
l  to  this  Prophet,  or  if  I  hearken  to  a  Deceiver, 
f  you  muft  tell  me  how  I  may  infallibly  know 
f  the  one  from  the  other)  Why,  thus  fhall  ye 
;  know  an  Impoftor,  When  a  Prophet  fpeaketh  in 
f  the  Name  of  the  Lord,  if  the  thing  follow  noty 
nor  come  to  pafs  ( if  God  does  not  bear  him 


|  witnefs  by  fome  extraordinary  Sign  )  that  is 
the  thing  which  the  Lord  hath  not  fpoken. 

Now  then  we  muft  confider  the  Nature  of 
thole  Things,  which  by  coming  to  pafs  can 
give  the  promifed  Evidence. 

The  Evidence  muft  be  prefent  and  attend 
the  delivery  of  the  Words,  becaufe  if  the  Peo¬ 
ple  did  not  hearken  to  them,  it  was  to  be 
|  required  of  them. 

d  The  foretelling  then  of  any  thing  future, 
ithrnv  pundual  foever  might  be  its  Completion, 
d  could  be  no  prefent  Evidence ;  and  Prophecy 
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(as  fuch)  has  all  it's  Evidence  at  Comple¬ 
tion. 

Neither  could  the  coming  to  pafs  of  Words, 
Which  Human  Power  could  fulfill,  be  the 
promifed  Evidence:  for  if  Human  Power 
could  fulfill  them,  then  their  coming  to  pafs 
could  be  no  Evidence  that  they  were  the  Words 
of  God. 

It  is  Evident  then,  that  this  Prophet  was  to 
have  the  Evidence  of  faying  fomething,  which 
was  immediately  to  come  to  pafs,  which  yet 
was  beyond  Human  Power  to  effecl ;  that  is, 
he  was  to  have  the  Evidence  of  Miracles,  the 
Evidence  which  Mofes  had,  whom  it  was  pro¬ 
mifed  he  fhould  rcfemble. 

Now  then  we  are  to  fee,  whether  Mofesrs 
Characters  of  a  Prophet,  and  the  promifed 
Evidence  meet  in  Jefus,  and  whether  we  have 
Rcafon  to  think  him  that  Prophet  whom 
Mofes  deferibes. 

He  is  raijed  up  amidft  his  Brethren . 

He  refembles  Mofes  in  the  working  of  Mi¬ 
racles. 

He  delivered  a  DoCtrine  worthy  of  God  , 
and'fuitable  to  his  Nature. 

And  he  fpake  in  the  Name  of  the  Lordy  and  j 
the  thing  which  he  fpake ,  followed  and  came  to  j 
pafs  He  work’d  Miracles.  What  hinders  then  • 

that 


! 
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: 

that  Jefus  is  not  acknowledg'd  as  the  Prophet 
foretold  by  Mofes  ? 

See  his  own  claim  and  Argument.  'The 
Works  that  I  do, a  bear  witnefs  of  me  that  the 
Father  hath  fent  me.  The  Father b  that  fent 
me-,  beareth  witnefs  of  me.  The  Works  that  I 
|  do  in  c  my  Father  s  Name ,  they  bear  witnefs  of 
me.  if  I  do  not  the  Works  of  my  Father , d  be¬ 
lieve  me  not.  Bat  if  I  do ,  tho3  ye  believe  not 
f  me,  believe  the  Works  that  ye  may  know  and  be¬ 
lieve  that  the  Father  is  in  me,  I  in  him.  Be~ 
lieve  me  for  the  very e  Works  fake.  If  I  had 
if  not  done  among  them  the  Works  which  none  e- 
ther  Man  did. \  they  had  not  had  Sin.  (If  my 
Miracles,  my  Evidence  from  God,  had  not 

(been  more  clear,  more  convincing  than  any 
other  Man's,  who  has  ever  yet  appeared  in 
the  World,  their  Infidelity  had  not  been  fo 
unpardonable. )  Again,  s  Bo  not  think  that 
I  will  accufe  you ,  there  is  one  that  accufeth 
you  even  Mofes  in  whom  ye  tru(l0  for  had  ye 
believed  Mofes ,  ye  would  have  believed  me,  &c. 

Here  then,  in  Jefus ,  is  the  very  Prophet 
Mofes  deferibes,  and  in  his  Miracles  the  very 
Evidence  Mofes  promifed  ;  both  Character  and 
Atteftation  anfwer  in  every  Point  and  Ch> 
cumftance,  and  he  has  a  right  to  be  acknow- 
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Icdged  as  that  Prophet  which  Mofes  fore¬ 
told. 

If  it  be  objc&ed,  that  falfe  Prophets  may 
do  Signs  and  Wonders  5  other  wife  the  Jews 
could  not  have  been  caution'd  againft  fuch 
Deceivers,  and  that  confcqucntly  whatever  can 
be  a  poffible  Charader  of  a  falfe  Prophet, 
can  never  be  the  Evidence  of  a  true  one.  I 
anfwcr,  That  whatever  Signs  and  Wonders 
God  may  fometimes  permit  a  falfe  Prophet  to 
do,  or  appear  to  do,  yet  lie  cannot  let  fuch  a 
one  do  Signs  or  Wonders  without  at  the  fame 
time  giving  Evidence  that  he  is  an  Impoftor. 
This  is  Demonflration  from  the  Nature  of 
God. 

Thus  was  it  in  the  Cafe  of  Mofes  and  the 
Magicians  5  the  Magicians  did,  or  appeared  to 
do  fome  mighty  Works;  but  what  then? 
Thcfe  Works  gave  them  no  Evidence  at  all, 
the  Power  of  God  being  manifcftly  againft 
them;  and  God  might  purpofely  give  thefe 
Magicians  at  that  time  fome  extraordinary 
Power,  that  it  might  ever  after  be  a  warning  to 
his  own  People  and  to  future  Ages,  not  to  be 
drawn  from  Him  by  any  Pretence  whatfo- 
cver. 

So  in  the  prefent  Cafe,  The  Jews  had  an 
infallible  Critcriony  whereby  to  know  the  pro- 
mifed  Prophet,  to  which  if  they  attended  it 
was  impoilible  they  fhould  be  miftaken. 

If 
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If  a  Perfon  fpake  to  them  in  the  Name  of 
other  Gods;  if  he  attempted  to  draw  them 
into  Idolatry,  from  the  Worfhip  of  Him  who 
had  wrought  Wonders  in  Egypt,  the  red  Sea,  and 
the  Wildernefs 5  whatever  were  his  Works  or 
his  pretended  Works,  they  were  fure  that  he 
was  an  Importer,  it  being  impoflible  for  God 
to  give  Evidence  againft  himfelf. 

If  he  fpake  to  them  in  the  Name  of  their  own 
God ,  yet  what  he  fpake  was  not  to  be  receiv¬ 
ed  or  harken’d  to,  as  the  Words  of  God,  till 
he  gave  the  promifed  Evidence;  till  the  Pro¬ 
phet  fpake  in  the  Name  of  the  Lord ,  and 
the  thing  which  he  fpake  followed  and  came  to 
pafsh  till  he  gave  them  feme  extraordinary 
Sign  of  the  Divine  Power,  or  work’d  Mi¬ 
racles. 

The  Jew  then,  if  he  flicks  clofe  to  the  li¬ 
teral  Words  of  Mofes ,  the  Senfe  conformable 
to  the  common  ufe  of  Words  and  Expreilions, 
muft  own  that  whilft  Jefus  teaches  a  Dofltrinc 
worthy  of  God,  and  work’d  Miracles,  thefc 
Words  of  Mofes  afe  applicable  to  him  in  all 
their  Parts  5  and  that  he  has  a  Right  to  be 
received  as  that  Prophet,  whom  Mofes  fore* 
told. 

It  is  needlefs  then  to  confult  other  Texts,  this 
being  fully  fufficient  to  give  Jefus  the  Evidence 
of  Prophecy.  And  we  may  obferve  that  not 
only  Jefus  applies  this  Text  to  himfelf,  but 
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alfo  Peter a  and  Stephen  b  apply  it  to  him,  and 
argue  with  the  Jews  that  it  is  fulfilled. 

Now  if  Jefus  has  a  right  to  be  receiv'd 
as  the  Prophet  foretold  by  Mofes,  then  he 
has  a  right  to  be  hearken’d  to  in  all  that  he 
delivers,  then  he  has  a  right  to  be  believed  when 
he  declares  himfclf  the  Mejfiah,  a  Perfon  pro- 
phefied  of  in  the  Jewifh  Scriptures. 

The  Jew  muft  then  receive  Jefus  as  the  Mef- 
fuih ,  the  Perfon  whom  he  pretends  to  be, 
upon  his  own  Teftimony,  or 

if.  Shew  that  he  makes  an  impolliblc 
Claim;  and  that  his  being  the  MelTiah  is  in- 
conflftcnt  with  Jewifh  Scriptures,  or 

idly.  That  there  are  Marks  of  Impofture 
upon  him  5  that  he  advances  Abfurditics  or 
Contradictions. 

As  to  the  firft,  the  Jew  cannot  poffibly 
fhew  that  Jefus  s  being  the  Mefliah  is  inconfi- 
ftent  with  Jewifli  Scriptures,  without  at  the 
fame  time  weakening  the  Authority  of  thefe 
Scriptures.  And  as,  if  Jefus  fliould  advance 
Contradictions,  it  would  be  an  Evidence  that 
he  was  an  Impoltor  $  fo  if  the  Jewifh  Books 
advance  Contradictions,  it  would  be  an  Evi¬ 
dence  that  they  never  came  from  God.  Now 
thefe  Books  command,  that  when  a  Perfon  ap- 

a  A  On  7.  37.  b  Ads  3.  i%. 
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pears,  who  does  not  draw  them  from  the  Wor¬ 
ship  of  their  God,  and  /peaks  in  his  Name ,  and 
the  thing  •which  he  /peaks,  /ollows  and  comes  to 
pafs.,  they  fhould  hearken  to  him.  When  then 
Je/us  appears,  preaches  to  them  the  true  God, 
and  /peaks  in  his  Name ,  and  the  thing  which  he 
\  /pake  /ollowed  and  came  to  pa/s ,  if  thefe  Books 
command  he  fnould  not  be  hearken'd  to,  they 
command  Contradidions. 

But  be  this  as  it  will,  and  let  the  Jew  find 
Arguments  to  maintain  the  Divinity  of  his 
Books  if  Je/us  is  not  the  Meffiah  ;  it  is  enough 
for  us  in  the  prefent  Argument  that  Je/us  ac¬ 
knowledges  the  Divinitv  of  thefe  Books  :  fo 
that  a  Contradidion  in  them  to  his  being 
the  Perfon  hef  pretends  to  be ,  is  a  Contra* 
didion  in  his  own  Evidence,  and  effcdually 
concludes  him  an  Impoftor. 

But  it  muft  be  remembred,  that  nothing 
but  an  exprefs  Contradidion  in  thefe  Books 
to  his  being  the  Meffiah,  is  fufficient  to  de- 
ftroy  his  Evidence  of  being  fuch  5  and  as  Je/us 
has  the  Evidence  of  Miracle  and  Prophecy,  no 
doubtful  or  uncertain  Meanings  can  vacate  this 
Evidence. 

The  Jews  muft  then  to  prove  Je/us  from 
their  own  Books  an  Impoftor,  either, 

Firft,  fhew  from  thefe  Books,  that  it  is  im- 
poffible  for  God  to  fend  into  the  World  fuch 
a  Perfon  as  Je/us  pretendeef  to  be,  or  on  fuch 
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an  Errand  as  that  on  which  Jefus  pretend¬ 
ed  he  came,  and  that  the  very  Charader  he 
aftumed  is  an  impofilble  one,  being  inconfi- 
ftent  with  their  Scriptures ;  ( for,  were  the 
Jews  only  to  argue  that  fuch  a  Perfon  was 
not  expeded,  and  therefore  is  not  come,  it 
would  be  nothing  at  all  to  the  purpofe.) 
or, 

idly.  They  muft  give  clear  and  exprefs  Cha¬ 
raders  of  the  Meffiah  out  of  their  own  Books, 
and  then  fhew  that  thefe  Charaders  could  not 
pollibly  belong  to  JeJus ;  They  muft  make  it 
appear  that  they  neither  miftakc  the  Charaders, 
nor  the  Application  of  them  :  for  if  it  is  pof- 
fible  for  them  to  miftakc  in  either  of  thefe  par¬ 
ticulars,  then  thefe  Charaders  or  Applications 
cannot  poffibly  prove  that  Jefus  is  not  the  Mef¬ 
fiah,  nor  vacate  the  clear  and  exprefs  Evidence 
of  Miracle  and  Prophecy.  And  a  poillble 
Senfe  fupported  by  Miracle  and  Prophecy 
ought  to  be  received  before  any  other  whatr 
foever. 

As  to  the  firft,  The  Jews  cannot  poflibly  fhew 
from  their  own  Books  that  God  could  not,  if 
he  had  pleafed,  fend  fuch  a  Perfon  into  the 
World  as  Jefus  pretended  to  be,  nor  on  fuch 
an  Errand  as  that  on  which  Jefus  pretended 
he  came :  on  the  contrary,  as  the  fending  fuch 
a  Perfon  for  fuch  an  End,  is  fuitablc  to  our 
natural  Notions  of  the  goodnefs  of  God  ;  fo 

is 
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is  it  fuitable  with  the  Jewifh  Hiftory  of  Man's 
Depravity,  and  withthofe  Expreffions  and  Pi¬ 
ttances  of  God’s  Kindncfs,  Mercy  and  Love, 

:  with  which  their  Scriptures  do  every  where 
abound. 

We  proceed  then 

2 dly.  To  fee  whether  the  Jews  have  fuch 
clear  and  exprefs  Charaders  of  a  Meffiah, 
that  Jefus  cannot  poffibly  be  that  Pcrfon. 

Firft  then,  it  is  objeded  that  the  Meffiah 
was  to  be  a  temporal  Prince  5  but  Jefus  is  not 
,  a  temporal  Prince  5  therefore  Jefus  is  not  the 
Meffiah. 

The  Jew  mud  then  prove  by  clear  and  ex¬ 
prefs  Teftimony  out  of  his  own  Books,  that 
the  Meffiah  was  to  be  a  temporal  Prince,  and 
at  his  firfl:  appearance  on  Earth,  to  reign  vi- 
S  fibly  over  the  Jews ;  he  mud  do  it  by  Words 
which  admit  no  other  poffible  Meaning:  but 
the  jew  has  no  clear  and  exprefs  Tedimony 
that  the  Meffiah  wras  to  be  a  Temporal  Prince, 
r  nor  any  Expreffions  concerning  his  Being  fuch 
[  Which  admit  no  other  Meaning  ;  confequent- 
ly  Jefus s  not  being  a  Temporal  Prince  can 
;  be  no  Objedion  to  his  being  the  Meffiah. 

Nay,  if  we  confider  the  very  Expreffions  in 
the  Jewifh  Books,  on  which  the  Jews  found 
|  their  Expedation  of  a  Temporal  Meffiah  or 
Deliverer,  we  fhall  find  that  thefe  Expreffions 

can 
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can  only  be  apply'd  to  a  Spiritual  one,  fuch 
a  one  as  Jefus  pretended  to  be.  And  if  the 
Jews  fay,  that  the  following  Texts,  and  o- 
thers  of  the  fame  Nature,  are  not  the  grounds 
on  which  they  expeft  a  temporal  Mejfiah ,  they 
muft  produce  thofe  that  are,  and  fliew  that 
what  they  produce  really  do  relate  to  the 
Mejfiah ,  and  cannot  poilibly  belong  to  any 
other  Pcrfon. 

In  that  3  day  fall  the  Branch  of  the  Lord  be 
beautiful  and  glorious.  h  Unto  us  a  child  is  born* 
unto  us  a  Son  is  given ,  and  the  government  fall 
he  upon  his  Shoulder  $  and  his  Name  fall  be  called 
Wonderful ,  Counfellor ,  the  mighty  God \  the  ever - 
lafing  Father ,  the  Prince  of  Peace.  Of  the  in - 
creafe  of  his  Government  and  Peace  there  fall  be 
no  end ,  upon  the  Throne  of  David,  and  upon  his 
kingdom  to  order  tt,  and  to  eflablif  it  with  Judg¬ 
ment  and  with  Juflice  from  henceforth  even  for 
ever  5  the  Zeal  of  the  Lord  of  Hojls  will  perform 
this.  But  c  thou  Bethlehem  Ephratah,  tho1  thou 
be  tittle  among  the  thoufands  of  Judah ,  yet  out 
of  thee  fall  He  come  forth  unto  me ,  that  is  to  be 
Ruler  in  ifrael 5  whofe  goings  forth  have  been 
from  of  old,  from  ever  la  [ling.  d  There  fall  come 
forth  a  rod  out  of  the  Stem  of  JeJfe ,  and  a  branch 
fall  grow  out  of  his  Roots .  And  the  Spirit  of 

a  Ifaiah  4.  2.  b  Ila.  9.  6,  7.  c  Mic.  _f.  2. 
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the  Lord  flail  rejl  upon  him,  the  Spirit  of  JVif- 
dom  and  Underfunding,  the  Spirit  of  Counfel  and 
Might ,  the  Spirit  of  Knowledge  and  of  the  Fear 
of  the  Lord.  And  fhall  make  him  of  quick  Un¬ 
derfunding  in  the  Fear  of  the  Lord,  and  he  fhall 
not  fudge  after  the  Sight  of  his  Eyes ,  neither  re¬ 
prove  after  the  Hearing  of  his  Ears,  but  with 
righteoufnefs  fhall  he  judge  the  Poor,  and  reprove 
with  equity,  for  the  meek  of  the  Earth:  and  he 
fhall  fmite  the  Earth  with  the  rod  of  his  Mouth, 
and  with  the  breath  of  his  Lips  fhall  he  fay  the 
wicked.  And  Righteoufnefs  fhall  be  the  Girdle  of 
his  Lows,  and  Faith  fulnefs  the  Girdle  of  his  Reins. 
And  in  a  mercy  fhall  the  Throne  be  efabliftid,  and 
he  fhall  ft  upon  it  in  Truth,  in  the  Tabernacle  of 
David,  judging  and  feeking.  Judgment  and  hafl¬ 
ing  Righteoufnefs.  Behold  b  a  King  fhall  reign 
in  righteoufnefs ,  &c.  Behold,  the  days  come,  faith 
the  Lord,  that  I  will  raife  unto  David  a  righte¬ 
ous  branch,  and  a  King  fhall  reign  and  profper % 
and  fhall  execute  judgment  and  jufice  in  the  Earth . 
In  his  days  Judah  flail  be  faved,  and  Ifrael  flail 
dwell  fafely :  and  this  is  his  name  whereby  he  flail 
be  called,  the  Lord  our  Righteoufnefs.  Behold 
my  d  Servant  whom  I  uphold,  my  EleSl  in  whom 
my  Soul  delighteth :  I  have  put  my  Spirit  upo?% 
him,  he  flail  bring  forth  judgment  unto  the  Gen- 

a  If,  16.  b  If!  32.  1.  Jcr.  23.  f,  6. 
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tiles .  He  fall  not  cry ,  nor  lift  up,  nor  cmfe  his 
'voice  to  be  heard  in  the  Streets.  A  bruifed  Reed 
fall  he  not  break :  and  the  [nicking  Flax  fall  he  not 
quench :  he  fall  bring  forth  judgment  unto  truth. 
He  fall  not  fail ,  nor  be  dijcouraged  till  he  has 
fet  Judgment  in  the  Earth :  and  the  Ifes  fall 
wait  for  his  Law.  T hus  faith  God  the  Lord,  he 
that  created  the  Heavens ,  and  f  retched  them  out , 
he  that  fpread  forth  the  Earth ,  and  that  which 
cemeth  out  of  it,  he  that  giveth  breath  unto  the 
Feople  upon  it,  and  Spirit  to  them  that  walk 
therein :  I  the  Lord  have  call'd  thee  in  right eouf 
nefs,  and  will  hold  thine  hand ,  and  will  keep  thee , 
and  give  thee  for  a  Covenant  to  the  Feople,  for 
a  Light  to  the  Gentiles :  To  open  the  blind  Eyes, 
to  bring  out  the  Fr  if  oners  from  the  Frijon,  and 
them  that  ft  in  darknefs  out  of  the  Prif  on  houfe . 
J  am  the  Lord ,  that  is  my  Name,  and  my  Glory 
wilt  I  not  give  to  another,  neither  my  praife  to 
graven  Images.  Behold ,  my  a  Servant  fall  deal 
prudently,  he  fall  be  exalted  and  extolled,  and 
be  very  high.  As  many  were  aflonifed  at  thee, 
( his  V if  age  was  fo  marrd  more  than  any  Man, 
and  his  form  more  than  the  Sons  of  Men.)  So 
fall  he  [prinkle  many  Nations,  the  Kings  fall 
fut  their  Mouths  at  him :  for  that  which  had 
not  been  to!d  them  fall  they  fee  ;  and  that 
which  they  had  not  heard >  fall  they  confider. 


■  ILJZ- 


I  fan* 


i3>  J4> 


be  a  Divine  Revelation,  pj 

I  faw  a  in  the  night  Vifions,  and  behold ,  one  like 
the  Son  of  Man ,  came  with  the  clouds  of  Hea¬ 
ven,  and  came  to  the  antient  of  days,  and  they 
brought  him  near  before  him .  And  there  was 
given  him  Dominion  and  Glory,  and  a  Kingdom 9 
that  all  People ,  Nations  and  Languages  fhould 
ferve  him :  his  Dominion  is  an  everlafting  Domi¬ 
nion,  which  fhall  not  pafs  away ,  and  his  Kingdom 
that  which  fhall  not  be  deftroyd.  b  Rejoice  greatly » 
O  Daughter  of  Zion*,  fhout ,  0  Daughter  of  Jcru - 
falem :  behold  thy  King  cometh  unto  thee :  he  is 
juf,  and  having  Salvation,  lowly ,  and  riding  up¬ 
on  an  Afs ,  and  upon  a  Colt  the  foal  of  an  Afs . 
Sing  c  and  rejoice ,  0  Daughter  of  Zion  :  for  lo,  I 
come ,  and  I  will  dwell  in  the  rnidft  of  thee ,  faith 
the  Lord.  And  many  Nations  fhall  be  joind  t& 
the  Lord  in  that  day ,  and  fhall  be  my  People  : 
and  I  will  dwell  in  the  midjl  of  thee ,  and  thou 
fhalt  know  that  the  Lord  of  Hof  s  hath  fent  me 
unto  thee.  And  the  Lord  fhall  inherit  Judah  hh 
portion  in  the  Holy  Land,  and  fhall  chufe  Jeru~ 
falem  again.  d  And  the  Lord  flail  be  King  over 
all  the  Earth,  in  that  day  there  flail  be  one  Lord, 
and  his  Name  one.  In  that  e  day  there  flail  be  a 
root  of  Jejfe ,  which  flail  (land  for  an  enfign  of 
the  People 5  to  it  flail  the  Gentiles  feek,  and  his 
ref  flail  be  glorious .  And  he  will  f  defroy  in  this 
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Mountain ,  the  face  of  the  covering  cafi  over  all 
People,  and  the  Fail  that  is  fpread  over  all  Na¬ 
tions .  He  will  fw allow  up  Death  in  Victory ,  &c. 

Say  to  them  a  that  are  of  a  fearful  heart ,  Be 
flrong,  fear  not :  behold  your  God  will  come  with 
vengeance,  even  God  with  a  recompence,  he  will 
come  and  fave  you .  Then  the  Eyes  of  the  blind 
fhall  be  open'd,  and  the  Ears  of  the  deaf  fha/l  be 
unflop'd  y  then  fhall  the  lame  Man  leap  as  ait 
Hart,  and  the  Tongue  of  the  dumb  ftng :  for  in 
the  Wtldernefs  fhall  Waters  break  out ,  and  Streams 
out  of  the  Defect.  And  the  b  Glory  of  the  Lord 
fhall  be  revealed,  and  all  flefh  fhall  fee  it  toge¬ 
ther  r  for  the  Mouth  of  the  Lord  hath  fpoken  it. 
And  the  c  Gentiles  fhall  come  to  thy  Light,  and 
Kings  to  the  bright nefs  of  thy  rifng.  I  will  d  alfo 
give  thee  for  a  light  to  the  Gentiles,  that  thou 
mayfl  be  my  Salvation  unto  the  end  of  the  Earth . 
The  e  Spirit  of  the  Lord  God  is  upon  me,  becaufe 
the  Lord  has  anointed  me  to  preach  good  Tidings 
unto  the  meek ,  he  hath  fent  me  to  bind  up  the 
'broken  hearted ',  to  proclaim  liberty  to  the  Captives, 
and  the  opening  of  the  Frifon  to  them  that  are 
hound.  Seventy  f  Weeks  arc  determin'd  upon  thy 
People,  and  upon  thy  holy  City,  to  finifh  the  Trans- 
grcfjion ,  and  to  make  an  end  of  Sins,  and  to  make 
reconciliati.cn  for  Iniquity ,  and  to  bring  in  ever- 
lafling  Righteoufnefs,  and  to  feal  up  the  Fifon 
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and  Prophecy ,  and  to  anoint  the  mofl  Holy . 
a  And  in  the  Hays  of  thefe  Kings  fall  the  God 
of  Heaven  fet  up  a  Kingdom ,  which  fall  never 
he  deflroyd:  and  the  Kingdom  fall  not  be  left  to 
other  People ,  hut  it  fall  break  in  piece: *  and  con- 
fume  all  thefe  Kingdoms,  and  it  fall  ftand  for 
ever .  b  And  the  Lord  fall  reign  over  them  in 
Mount  Zion,  from  henceforth  even  for  ever.  cAnd 
all  thy  Children  fall  be  taught  of  the  Lord,  and 
great  fall  be  the  Peace  of  thy  Children . 

Now  we  fay,  that  either  thefe  Characters 
and  Circumftances  of  a  King  and  Kingdom* 
with  others  of  a  like  Nature  are  the  grounds, 
on  which  the  Jews  found  their  Expectation 
of  a  Temporal  Meffiah,  or  they  are  not  5  if 
they  are,  then  we  can  prove  (  and  it  is  evi¬ 
dent  to  every  impartial  Enquirer  who  com 
fiders  thefe  Texts)  that  they  only  can  relate 
to  a  Spiritual  King  and  Kingdom,  filch  a 
King  as  Jefus  pretended  to  be,  and  fuch  a 
Kingdom  as  he  pretended  his  was ;  and  that 
it  is  impoffible  to  apply  them  to  a  Tem¬ 
poral  one.  If  thefe  are  not  the  Texts  011 
which  the  Jews  found  their  Expectation  of  a 
Temporal  Meffiah,  they  muft  produce  thofe 
that  ares  and  before  we  acknowledge  that  the 
Meffiah  was  to  be  a  Temporal  Prince,  con¬ 
trary  to  the  Evidence  of  Miracle  and  Prophe- 

b  Mic.  4.  7,  c  If.  5*4.  13* 
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cy,  we  mull  ice  clear  and  exprefs  Teftimony 
that  he  was  to  be  fuch,  it  mud  be  proved 
from  Words  that  admit  no  other  poffible 
Meaning;  but,  as  has  been  obferved,the  Jew 
has  no  fuch  clear  and  exprefs  Teftimony  that 
theMcffiah  was  to  be  a  Temporal  Prince,  nor 
any  Expreftions  concerning  his  being  fuch 
which  admit  no  other  poffible  Meaning  :  then 
Jefus  is  the  Meffiah  for  any  thing  yet  found 
in  the  Jewifh  Books  to  the  contrary. 

Wc  pafs  on  idly .  To  another  grand  Jew¬ 
ifh  Objection  which  is  this,  The  Jews  were 
commanded  to  obferve  their  Law  for  ever: 
but  Jefus  and  his  Apoftles  abolifhed  this  Law  ; 
therefore  Jefus  and  his  Apoftles  are  Im- 
poftors. 

The  Queftion  then  is,  whether  God  requi¬ 
red  of  the  Jews  a  perpetual  Obfervation  of 
their  whole  Law,  and  whether  the  Expref- 
fions  concerning  the  Duration  of  this  Law, 
can  have  but  one  poffible  Meaning;  which  is, 
that  it  was  Gods  Will  that  it  fhould  be  obferv- 
cd  for  ever,  and  never  give  way  to  another 
Dilpenfaticn. 

In  order  to  refolve  this  Point,  we  muft  re¬ 
member  that  in  a  Divine'  Revelation  no  one 
Part  can  contradict  another ,  and  particular 
Texts  muft  firft  be  reconciled  betwixt  them- 
felves,  before  any  thing  can  be  advanced  from 
any  of  them. 


Now 
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Now  Mofes  and  other  Prophets  command¬ 
ed  the  Jews  to  obferve  for  ever  the  Law  given 
to  them  by  God. 

Mofes  likewife  affiires  them,  that  a  Prophet 
fhould  arife  like  unto  himfelf  who  fhould  fpeak 
to  them  the  Words  of  God ,  and  to  whom  if 
they  did  not  hearken,  it  would  he  required  of 
them . 

And  the  Calling  of  the  Gentiles  is  foretold 
by  many  of  the  Prophets. 

Thofe  Texts  then  which  require  a  perpetual 
Obfcrvation  of  the  Jewifh  Law,  and  that  par¬ 
ticular  one  which  commands,  that  a  Perfon 
who  fpeaks  in  the  Name  of  the  Lord ,  and  the 
thing  which  he  fpeaks,  follows  and  comes  to  pafs, 
fhould  be  hearkened  to  5  and  thofe  which  foretel 
the  Calling  of  the  Gentiles,  mad  have  all 
fuch  Meanings  as  are  confident  with  each 
other. 

When  then  a  Perfon  appears  with  the  prd- 
mifed  Evidence,  the  Jews  were  to  hearken 
to  him,  and  to  receive  him  as  the  promifed 
Prophet.  But  when  this  Perfon,  or  thofe 
who  act  by  his  Authority  and  Commiffion, 
abolifh  the  Law  of  Mofes ,  then  were  the  Jews 
to  examine  the  Expreffions  concerning  the  Du¬ 
ration  of  their  Law,  and  to  fee  whether  thefe 
Expreffions  can  poffibly  be  underftood  accord¬ 
ing  to  the  Senfe  put  on  them  by  thofe  who 
G  %  abolifir 


500  Whether  the  Chr.  R  E  l  i  g, 

abolifh  this  Law ;  whether  this  Law  may  give 
way  to  another  Difpenfation. 

This  is  the  true  Point  to  be  confidered  here : 
for  if  the  Exprellions  concerning  the  Duration 
of  this  Law  can  be  underftood  in  a  limited 
Senfe,  and  do  not  ftri&ly  mean  a  perpetual 
Duration,  then  we  ought  to  underftand  them 
in  that  Senfe,  which  is  put  on  them  by  thofe 
who  have  the  Evidence  of  Miracle  and  Pro¬ 
phecy. 

And  upon  examination  of  thefe  Texts  we 
immediately  find  that  they  arc  not  only  capa¬ 
ble  of  being  underftood  in  a  limited  Senfe, 
but  that  really  they  can  have  no  other;  the 
Calling  of  the  Gentiles  being  inconfiftent  with 
a  perpetual  Obfcrvation  of  the  Law  of  Mofes, 
fome  part  of  this  Law  confiding  in  a  Separa¬ 
tion  of  the  Jews  from  other  Nations. 

Upon  the  whole  then,  the  true  State  of 
the  Matter  feems  to  be  this,  The  Law  was 
to  be  obferved  as  long  as  it  was  a  Law,  till 
the  Power  who  made  fhould  abolifh  it;  till 
the  Prophet  fhould  arife  who  fhould  be  as  a 
God  to  the  People  and  give  them  a  new  Dif¬ 
penfation;  till  the  happy  time  when  the  Gen¬ 
tiles  fhould  be  called,  and  all  Nations  ferve 
the  Lord. 

The  for  ever  does  not  relate  to  the  Law 
but  to  the  Peoples  Duty ;  they  were  to  ob- 
ferve  it  for  ever ,  that  is,  as  long  as  it  was 
a  Law,  And 
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And  in  this  Senfe  is  the  Expreffion  forever 
underflood  when  it  relates  to  Laws  promuig’d 
by  a  human  Legiflator.  The  People  are  re« 
quired  to  obferve  them  for  ever ,  that  is,  as 
long  as  they  are  Laws  5  but  the  Legiflator  does 
not  by  this  Expreffion  preclude  himfelf  from 
annulling  thefe  Laws,  if  he  thinks  fit  fo  to 
do,  nor  do  the  People  underfland  the  Expret 
Eon  in  this  Senfe. 

Suppofe  that  God  when  he  gave  thefe  Laws, 
defign’d  they  fliould  be  abolifhed,  and  give 
way  to  another  Difpenfation  5  would  he  nor, 
think  we,  have  commanded  the  Jews  to  ob¬ 
ferve  them  for  ever  \  Doubtlcfs  he  would  have 
done  this,  it  being  their  indifpenfable  Duty 
to  do  foj  to  obferve  them  as  long  as  they 
were  Laws,  and  until  he  pleafed  to  abrogate 
them.  We  cannot  fuppofc  he  would  acquaint 
them  with  the  defigned  Change,  which  would 
have  been  a  probable  means  to  have  leffened 
their  Efteem  for  That  which  it  was  their 
Duty  to  obferve. 

Yet  again,  We  may  and  ought  to  con¬ 
clude  that  feveral  of  the  Expreffions  concern¬ 
ing  the  Duration  of  the  Tewifli  Law  related 
only  to  the  Moral  part  of  it ;  and  as  to  this, 
it  is  very  evident  that  Jefus  according  to  his 
own  Words,  might  properly  be  faid  to  come 
not  to  deftroy  the  Law,  hut  to  fulfil e 
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And  vve  may  yet  farther  obferve  that  the 
Exp  re  (lion  for  ever  is  often  ufed  in  a  limit¬ 
ed  Senfe  in  the  Jewifn  Scriptures ;  thus  an  e- 
verlafting  Priefthood  is  promifed  to  a  Aaron  and 
his  Sons . 

Again,  from  God’s  own  Exprcffions  concern¬ 
ing  this  Law  we  have  Reafon  to  think  it  was 
only  occafional,  and  given  for  a  time ;  thus 
he  lays,  he  gave  them  b  Statutes  which  were  not 
good ,  &c. 

Again,  from  the  Nature  and  Office  of  the 
Perfon  foretold  by  Mojes ,  and  the  particular  Evi¬ 
dence  which  was  to  be  given  him,  it  is  evi¬ 
dent  rhat  he  was  to  be  Author  of  a  new  Dif- 

penfation. 

In  a  word,  The  Jew  muft,  to  make  the 
Exprcffions  in  his  own  Books  concerning  the 
Duration  of  the  Jewiffi  Law  any  Objection  to 
Je/ms  being  the  Meffiah,  fhew  that  the fe  Ex- 
preffions  can  have  but  one  poffible  Senfe, 
which  is,  that  this  Law  was  to  be  obfervcd 
as  long  as  the  World  fhoifd  lad,  and  never 
give  way  to  another  Difpenfation  :  but,  as  has 
been  fccn,  the  Jew  cannot  poffibly  do  this, 
therefore  the  Expreffions  in  the  Jewiffi  Books 
concerning  the  Eternity  of  the  Jewiffi  Law, 
can  be  no  Objedion  againft  Jefuss  being  the 
Meffiah. 

a  Ex.  40.  15*.  Numb.  15.  13. 
b  Ez.  20.  25-* 

The 
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The  firft  Objection  then  is  cleared,  and 
Jefuss  being  the  Meffiah  the  Perfon  whom 
he  pretends  to  be,  is  not  yet  found  incon- 
fiftent  with  Jewifh  Scriptures,  which  is  all 
that  is  wanted  in  the  prelent  Argument.  We 
pafs  on  then, 

2 dly.  To  fee  if  there  are  any  Marks  of  Im- 
pofture  upon  him,  if  he  advances  any  Falfities 
or  Contradictions. 

And  firft,  it  is  objected  that  Jcfus  and  his 
Apoftles  apply'd  many  Places  of  Scriptures  to 
themfelves,  which  did  not  belong  to  them; 
confequently  are  Impoftors. 

Before  we  examine  into  the  Truth  of  this 
Charge,  we  may  remark  that  it  is  very  ftrange, 
that  Perfons  who  were  in  pofteffion  of  the 
very  beft  Evidence  which  could  be  given  them. 
Miracle  and  Prophecy,  and  who  had  Craft  c- 
nough  to  deceive  thus  far,  fhould  yet  be  fo 
weak  as  to  invalidate  their  own  Evidence  by 
Mifapplications.  We  might  rather  expeCt  they 
would  have  let  their  Caufe  reft  upon  a  good 
Footing,  when  they  had  once  got  it  there,  and 
not  have  taken  the  moll  probable  Step  to  the 
Ruin  of  it.  But  be  this  as  it  will,  certain  it 
is  that  only  Impoftors  can  mifapply :  the 
Queftion  then  is,  whether  the  Texts  apply'd 
by  Jefus  and  his  Apoftles,  are  Mifapplications. 

Now  if  Jefus,  or  his  Apoftles,  affix'd  a 
Senfc  tp  Words  which  they  could  not  pot 
G  4.  fibly 
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fibly  bear  ;  if  they  apply’d  Characters  to  them 
fclves  which  could  not  belong  to  them,  if 
they  pretend  to  be  fpoken  of  when  they  arc 
not  fpoken  of,  then  they  arc  guilty  of  Mif- 
applications,  and  are  Impoftors. 

But  we  mud  remember,  as  before,  that  no¬ 
thing  but  their  affixing  impoffiblc  Meanings, 
can  be  call’d  Mifapplications ;  and  as  they  were 
in  polfeffion  of  Miracle  and  Prophecy,  they, 
have  a  Right  before  all  other  Perfons,  to  inter¬ 
pret  Difficulties;  and  a  poffiblc  Scnfe  fupport- 
cd  by  Miracle  and  Prophecy,  ought  to  be  re¬ 
ceiv’d  before  that  which  is  only  the  Product  of 
Human  Judgment. 

We  do  not  fay  with  fomc  Perfons  that  the 
Miracles  of  Jefus  give  him  a  Right  to  explain 
all  Prophecies  concerning  himfelf :  for  this  is 
indeed  putting  his  whole  Evidence  of  being 
the  Mcffiah  upon  Miracles;  but  we  fay  and 
julfly,  that  his  Miracles  give  him  a  Right  to  ex¬ 
plain  doubtful  Prophecies ;  and  farther,  that 
Miracle  and  Prophecy  united  make  his  Right 
to  do  this  yet  more  unquedionablc. 

We  arc  then  to  proceed  to  an  Examination 
of  the  objected  Places,  and  in  order  to  this, 
think  it  proper  to  take  a  view  of  the  Jcwifh 
Difpenfation. 

The  jewifh  Difpenfation  confided  of  many 
Kites ,  Ceremonies ,  and  Sacrifices*  which  feem  in 
their  own  Nature  to  have  no  Worth  or  Ex- 

,  t  .  I 
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cellency  in  them,  and  to  have  nothing  to  re¬ 
commend  them  but  the  Commands  of  the 
Legiflator. 

Again,  The  Legiflator  himfelf  places  no 
Worth  or  Excellency  in  them,  tells  the  Jews 
/that  he  gave  them  a  Statutes  which  were  not  good  5 
and  allures  them  that  the  mold  pun&ual  Ob- 
fervation  of  thefe  Statutes  would  be  tonopur- 
|  pofe,  nor  render  them  acceptable  to  him,  if 
they  were  deficient  in  other  Duties. 

This  is  the  Jewilh  Law  as  we  find  it :  Now 
let  us  fee  the  Gofpel  account  of  it. 

And  this  acquaints  us  that  thefe  Rites,  Cere¬ 
monies ,  Sacrifices ,  and  whole  Law,  were  prepa¬ 
ratory  to,  and  fymbolical  of  the  Difpenfation 
by  Jefiusi  that  they  were  given  only  for  a 
time ,  and  becaufe  of  Tranfgrejfion ,  and  until  the 
Difpenfation  Ihould  arrive  promifed  to  Abra¬ 
ham  four  hundred  Tears  before  the  giving  of  the 
Law ,  in  which  all  the  Families  of  b  the  Earth  were 
to  be  blejf  'ed ,  in  which  Jefus  appear'd  to  blefs 
uSj  in  turning  c  every  one  of  us  fro?n  our  Iniqui¬ 
ties.  Thus  the  Author  to  the  Hebrews,  Being 
d  made  perfect,  he  became  the  Author  of  Eternal 
Salvation  unto  all  them  that  obey  him.  By  e  his  own 
Blood  be  entered  in  once  into  the  holy  place ,  having 
\  obtain'd  Eternal  Salvation  for  us.  Once  f  in  the 

b  Gal.  3.  8.  17. 
e  Heb.  9.  12, 
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End  of  the  World ,  hath  he  appeared  to  put  away 
Sin  by  the  Sacrifice  of  himfelf 

Now  in  what  manner  the  firft  Difpenfa- 
tion  was  fymbolical,  and  reprefentative  of  the 
fecond,  this  Author  in  feveral  Chapters  fets 
before  us.  He  fays,  that  the  Priefis  under  the 
Law  ferve  as  an  a  example  and  fljadow  of  Hea¬ 
venly  Things ,  that  the  High  b  Priefi  went  alone, 
once  every  year,  into  the  Holy  of  Holies ,  the  Holy 
Ghofi  this  fignifying  that  the  way  into  the  Holiefi 
of  all ,  was  not  yet  made  mamfefl  while  as  the 
firfi  Tabernacle  was  yet  funding :  which  was  a  Fi¬ 
gure  for  the  time  then  prefent ,  in  which  were  offer'd 
both  Gifts  and  Sacrifices ,  &c.  And  fpeaking  of 
the  Rites,  Sacrifices ,  and  Sprinklings  under  the 
Law  by  the  blood  of  Calves  and  Goats  $  he  fays,  It 
was  therefore  necefjary c  that  the  patterns  of  T hings 
in  the  Heavens  fhould  be  purified  with  thefe ,  but 
the  Heavenly  Things  themfelves  [  reprefented 
by  thofe  patterns]  with  better  Sacrifices  than . 
thefe .  For  chrifi  is  not  enter'd  into  the  Holy  Places 
made  with  hands ,  which  are  the  Figures  of  the 
true ,  but  into  Heaven  it  felf  now  to  appear  in 
the  pre fence  of  God  for  us. 

This  is  this  Authors  Account  of  the  Jewifh. 
Difpcnfation ;  and  thofe  ftrangely  miftakc 
Things  who  fay  that  thefe  Places  in  the  He- 
brews  are  only  Allufions  or  Accommodations.  He’ 
plainly  tells  us,  That  the  Priefis ,  High-Prieflsf 

a  Heb.  8.  5-.  9.  24.  b  Heb.  9.  7,  8.  c  Heb.  9.  23,  24. 
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Tabernacles ,  Sacrifices  and  Law  were  Shadows * 
Patterns ,  Figures ,  Examples  of  the  Eijpenfatton 
by  Jejus.  And  Jefus  himfelf  fays.  That  the 
Law  a  and  Prophets  prophecy  d  until  John.  That 
he  b  came  to  fulfill  the  Law  and  Prophets  5  and 
\that  till  Heaven  and  Earth  pafst  one  jot  or 
one  tittle  fhall  in  no  wife  pafs  from  the  Law 
till  all  be  fulfilled  5  that  is,  the  Law  fhould 
in  no  part  be  aboliflfd  till  that  Difpenfation 
ihould  arrive,  of  which  the  Law  was  only  a 
Refemblance.  Again  Jefus  fays,  he  c  will  not 
eat  any  more  of  the  PaJJover  till  it  be  fulfilled  in 
the  Kingdom  of  Heaven:  that  is,  till  the  Lamb 
!is  facrificed,  which  this  Pafchal  Lamb  was  to 
reprefent. 

Now  then,  this  being  the  Account  which 
Jefus  and  his  Apoftlcs  give  us  of  the  JewiJh 
Difpenfation,  the  Qucftion  is,  Whether  it  is 
a  poffible  one?  If  it  is,  it  will  follow  that 
it  ought  to  be  received  as  a  true  one,  being 
fupported  by  Miracle  and  Prophecy, 

And  upon  the  firft  View  we  find  that  this 
is  not  only  a  poffible  Account  of  the  JewiJh 
^Difpenfation,  but  likewife  the  1110ft  rational 
and  confident  one  that  can  be  given  of  it ; 

fand  if  it  was  fuitable  to  the  Divine  Wifdom 
to  give  Jefus  to  live  and  dye  for  the  fake  of 
^Mankind,  it  is  reafonable  to  expeft  that  a 

a  Matt,  11. 13.  b  Matt.  f.  17,18 ,  c  Luk.  11.  16. 
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Mode  of  Worfhip,  which  himfelf  would  in- 
ftitute,  fhould  bear  Refemblance  to  this  great 
propitiatory  Sacrifice  5  That  the  whole  Jewijh 
Difpenfation  fhould  fhew  forth  his  Death  be¬ 
fore  he  came,  after  the  fame  manner  as  that 
Sacrament  which  he  himfelf  inftituted,  does 
fhew  forth  his  Death  fince  he  is  come. 

The  Jews  cannot  objed  to  the  Reafonable- 
nefs  of  fuch  an  Inftitution,  they  who  were 
commanded  to  exprefs  their  deliverances  by 
Symbols  of  them ,  who  yearly  offered  up 
the  a  Pafchal  Lamb,  the  Firftlings b  of  their  Flocks , 
and  who  obferved  the  Feaft  c  of  Tabernacles. 

And  other  Nations  cannot  objed  to  it,  it 
being  a  common  pradice  with  them,  as  may 
be  fhewn  from  many  Inftances  taken  from 
different  Countries,  to  celebrate  great  deliver¬ 
ances  by  Symbols  of  thofe  Deliverances. 

But,  as  before,  not  fo  much  as  this  is  want¬ 
ed  in  the  prefent  Argument  5  and  if  the  Ac¬ 
count  given  of  the  Jewifh  Difpenfation  by  j 
Jefus  and  his  Apoftles  is  only  a  poffible  one, 
it  ought  to  be  received  as  a  true  one. 

And  if  it  ought  to  be  receiv’d  as  a  true  one, 
many  of  thofe  Difficulties,  which  arife  from 
certain  Applications  made  by  thefe  Perfons, 
will  v.anifh,  as  will  appear  from  a  Confidera- 
tion  of  them. 

a  tlx.  12.  b  Ex.  13.  c  Lev.  23.  34. 
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Farther,  As  God  might  make  the  Law  Sym¬ 
bolical  of  the.  Gofpel,  fo  might  he,  if  he 
pleas'd,  purpofely  make  fome  Events  under 
the  firft  Difpenfation,  refemble  others  under 
the  Second;  the  reafon  why  he  lhould  do 
this  may  be  confider’d  afterwards;  all  we  at 
prefent  want  is,  that  it  be  allow  d  pofllble  for 
him  to  do  it.  But  it  muft  be  allow’d  pofllble  for 
him  to  do  it,  there  being  nothing  in  this  way 
of  ading  difagreeable  to  his  Attributes. 

Again,  it  is  likewife  pofllble  for  God,  that 
is,  it  is  not  unfuitable  to  his  Nature  to  give 
the  Jewifh  Nation  Signs  of  temporal  Deliver¬ 
ance  which  lhould  bear  Refcmblance  to  a 
greater  Deliverance,  the  Appearance  of  the 
Mefliah.  As  he  often  pointed  out  temporal 
Deliverances  by  Signs  of  them,  as  may  be 
fhewn  from  many  Inftances,  it  could  be  no 
contradidion  to  his  Attributes  to  make  thefe 
Signs,  if  he  pleafed.  Signs  alfo  of  that  great 
Deliverance. 

Yet  once  more,  If  the  firft  Difpenfation  was 
given  for  the  fake  of  the  Second,  and  only 
added  for  a  time  becaufe  of  Tmnsgrejf  ons,  as 
from  a  view  of  both  Difpenfations  it  is  ra¬ 
tional  to  think  it  was,  then  we  may  exped 
that  the  Prophets  under  the  firft  lhould  be  full 
of  Defcriptions  of  this  laft ;  that  what  they 
deliver  lhould  tend  to  fomething  farther  than 
the  prefent  State  of  Things,  and  to  draw  the 
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People’s  Attention  to  the  great  Deliverance 
defiffii’d  for  them. 

We  now  proceed  to  examine  fome  Ap¬ 
plications  made  by  Jcfus  and  his  Apoftles* 
in  order  to  fee  whether  they  are  impofliblc 
ones. 

We  will  divide  the  apply’d  Texts  into  two 
forts  5  and  firft  fpeak  of  thofc  which  feem  to 
be  indeterminate ,  neither  applicable  to  the 
prefent  Circumftances  of  Affairs  at  the  time 
of  delivery,  nor  to  the  Perfon  of  the  Prophet 
who  delivered  them. 

idly .  Of  thofe  which  feem  determinate, 
that  is,  which  at  firft  view  appear  to  relate  to 
the  Perfon  of  the  Prophet,  prefent  Times,  or 
State  of  Things. 

Of  the  firft  fort  arc  the  following  ones. 
All  ye  a  fall  be  offended  becaufe  of  me  this 
night:  for  it  is  written,  I  will  jmite  the  Shepherd , 
and  the  Sheep  of  the  Flock  fhall  be  fcattered 
abroad .  And  he  b  was  number'd  with  the  Trans - 
grejjors ,  &c. 

Thefe  Places  arc  apply'd  to  Jefus  by  him- 
felf,  now  theQueftion  is,  what  is  the  Evidence 
that  they  related  to  him  \ 

if .  They  exadly  in  all  Parts  and  Circum¬ 
ftances  correfpond  with  the  Character  of 
Jefus. 

a  Matt.  36.  31.  Z ech.  13.  7. 

Iiaiah  ^3.  13. 
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2 dly.  There  is  the  Evidence  of  Miracle  and 
Prophecy  that  they  do  relate  to  him. 

But  we  want  not  fo  much  as  this  in  the 
prefent  Argument  $  and  if  it  cannot  be  proved 
that  thefe  Texts  could  not  poffibly  relate  to 
Jefus,  it  cannot  be  proved  that  he  has  mif- 
!  apply'd  them :  but  it  cannot  be  proved  that 
I  they  could  not  poffibly  relate  to  Jefus ,  then 
it  cannot  be  proved  that  he  has  mifapply’d 
them. 

idly.  The  following  Texts  from  the  manner 
in  which  they  are  delivered,  at  firft  view  feem 
to  relate  to  the  Perfon  of  the  Prophet,  Time 
of  Delivery,  or  the  then  State  of  Things. 
Behold ,  a  a  Virgin  (hall  conceive,  and  bear  a 
Son ,  and  fhall  call  his  name  Emanuel .  When 
fc  Ifrael  was  a  Child,  then  I  loved  him ,  and  call¬ 
ed  my  Son  out  of  Egypt .  T hey  *  part  my  Gar - 
I  ments  among  them,  and  cajl  lots  upon  my  Ve- 
\  (lure.  They  d  weighed  for  my  price  thirty  pieces 
I  of  Silver .  And  the  Lord  Jaid  unto  me,  cafl  it 
unto  the  Potter  :  a  goodly  price  that  I  was  prized 
at  of  them.  And  1  took  the  thirty  pieces  of  Silver , 
and  cafl  them  to  the  Potter  in  the  Houfe  of  the 
Lord.  And  Peter  fpeaking  of  Judas  produces 
a  place  out  of  the  Pfalms,  as  a  direft  Prophecy 
of  him.  Men  and e  Brethren,  this  Scripture  mufl 
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i needs  have  been  fulfilled ,  which  the  Holy  Ghofl 
by  the  mouth  of  David  fpake  before  concerning 
Judas ,  which  was  guide  to  them  that  took  Jefus. 
For  he  was  number’d  with  us ,  and  had  .obtain'd 
part  of  this  Minifiry,  &c.  For  it  is  written  in 
the  Book  of  if  alms ,  Let  his  Habitation  be  defo- 
late ,  and  let  no  Man  dwell  therein ;  and  his  Bi¬ 
shopric  k  ( Office)  let  another  take *  And  a  Peter 
and  Paul  direftly  aflert,  that  David  in  the  fix- 
teen  th  Pfalm  fpake  of  the  Refurrc&ion  of  Jefus . 
For  David  fpeaketh  concerning  him,  I  forefaw 
the  Lord  always  before  my  F ace ,  for  he  is  on  my 
right  hand7  that  I  fhould  not  be  moved.  There¬ 
fore  did  my  Heart  rejoyce ,  and  my  Tongue  was 
glad :  Moreover  alfo ,  my  Flefh  fhall  rcjl  in  hope . 
Becaufe  thou  wilt  not  leave  my  Soul  in  He lly 
neither  wilt  thou  fujfer  thy  Holy  One  to  fee  Cor¬ 
ruption.  Thou  hafi  made  known  to  me  the  ways 
cf  Life ,  thou  fly  alt  make  me  full  of  Joy  with  thy 
Countenance .  Men  and  Brethren,  let  me  freely 
fpeak  unto  you  of  the  Patriarch  David,  that  he 
is  both  dead  and  buried,  and  his  Sepulchre  is  with 
us  unto  this  day :  Therefore  being  a  Prophet,  and 
knowing  that  God  had  f  worn  with  an  Oath  to 
him ,  that  of  the  Fruit  of  his  Loins,  according  to 
the  Flefh ,  he  would  raife  up  Chrifi,  to  fit  on  his 
Throne :  He  feeing  this  before,  fpake  of  the  Re¬ 
fur  reel  ion  of  Chrijl ,  that  his  Soul  was  not  left 

a  A£ts  i.  if,  16,  21,  i$,  30.  31.  Ch.  13.  32,  3-3,  34* 

3*  l6’  37-  '  ,  ,i 

7» 


he  a  Divine  Revelation.  115 

>.  in  Hell ,  neither  his  Flefb  did  fee  Corruption. 
And  Paul  again,  And  we  declare  unto  you  glad 
Tidings ,  how  that  the  Promife  which  was  made 
unto  the  Fathers ,  God  hath  fulfilled  the  fame 
I|  unto  us  their  Children ,  m  that  he  hath  raifed 
up  Jefus  again ,  as  it  is  alfo  written  in  the  Je- 
cond  Pfalmy  Thou  art  my  Son ,  this  day  have  I 
J  begotten  thee.  And  as  concerning  that  he  raifed 
j  htni  up  from  the  deady  norv  no  more  to  return 
!  to  Corruption y  he  [aid  on  this  wife y  I  will  give 
■  you  the  fure  mercies  of  David.  Wherefore  he 
faith  alf  o  in  another  Pfalmy  Thou  j halt  not  fufi • 

|  fer  thy  Holy  One  to  fee  Corruption.  For  David 
I  after  he  had  ferved  his  own  Generation  by  the 
!  will  of  Godj  fell  on  Sleepy  and  was  laid  unto  his 
FatherSy  and  faw  Corruption :  But  he  whom  God 
J  raifed  again ,  faw  no  Corruption. 

Thefc  and  many  other  Places  which  feem 
j  at  firft  view  to  relate  to  the  times  in  which 
j  they  were  fpoken*  are  produced  and  different- 
'  ty  apply'd  by  Jefus  or  his  Apoftles. 

It  is  then.  Evafion  to  fay  that  all  the  Texts 
produced  or  refefd  to  by  Jefus  or  his  Apo 
files,  are  mere  Allufions  or  Accommodations  j 
thefe  Perfons  did  plainly  alien  that  feveral 
Texts  related  to  the  MejJlah ,  and  particular 
Exprefllons  in  the  Pfalms  to  Judas  his  Betray- 
er.  We  are  then  to  fee  whether  they  can 
I  poflibly  belong  to  the  Perfons  they  are  ap- 
piy'd  to. 

H  Now, 
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Now,  tho’  fome  of  thefe  Texts  do  at  firft 
View  fccm  to  relate  to  the  Times  in  which 
they  were  delivered,  or  the  Perfon  of  the 
Speaker,  yet  upon  Examination  we  find  they 
do  not,  but  muft  relate  to  other  Perfons  or 
Times.  Thus,  of  thofe  cited,  Thou  art  my  Son , 
this  day  have  I  begotten  thee .  I  will  give  thee 
the  Heathen  for  thine  Inheritance ,  and  the  utter - 
mofl  Tarts  of  the  Earth  for  thy  Pofjejfion.  Thefe 
were  Circumftances  never  applicable  to  David , 
and  confequentlv,  he  could  not  in  thefe  Places 
fpeak  of  himfelf.  So  the  Words  cited  out  of 
the  fixteenth  Pfalm  could  not  relate  to  David-*, 
he  could  not  call  himfelf  the  Holy  One ,  this 
Term  being  unfuitabie  to  his  Character,  and 
to  that  Humility  which  appeared  in  his  Writ¬ 
ings.  Again  his  Warmth  in  curling  his  Ene¬ 
mies  is  not  agreeable  to  the  Character  of  a 
good  Man,  nor  with  his  own  Behaviour  to¬ 
wards  them,  witnefs  his  fparing  Saul  when 
he  had  him  in  his  Power.  But  it  is  fuitabie 
to  a  Zeal  againft  the  Enemies,  the  Crucifiers 
of  his  Saviour.  And  thole  particular  Expref- 
fions ,  3  They  gave  me  Gall  for  my  meat ,  and  in 
my  thirfl  they  gave  me  Vinegar  to  drink ,  b  they 
part  my  Garments  among  them ,  and  cajl  lots 
upon  my  Vefture ,  which  were  apply’d.  to  Jefus 
by  one  of  his  Apoftles,  we  have  reafon  to 
think  from  David's  Hiftory,  were  Circumftances 
that  never  happen’d  in  his  Life* 
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Now,  then  if  thefe  Chara&ers  and  Circum- 
Itances  delivered  by  David  coiild  not  relate  to 
himfelf,  they  muft  relate  to  fome  other  Per¬ 
son  5  and  if  they  do  this,  he  has  the  beft  Right 
,  to  them  whom  they  fuit,  and  who  can  give 
the  Evidence  of  Miracle  and  Prophecy  that 
they  really  relate  to  him. 

But  2 dly.  As  for  thofe  other  Texts  which 
diredly  fuit  the  Circumflances  of  Affairs  when 
delivered,  the  Perfon  of  the  Prophet,  or  the 
then  State  of  Things,  the  Anfwer  is  direft, 
and  if  it  was  not  unfuitable  to  the  Wifdom 
of  God,  to  let  fome  Events  under  the  fir  ft 
Difpenfation  referable  the  great  Events  un¬ 
der  the  Second  5  if  it  was  no  Contradiction 
to  his  Attributes  fometimes  to  give  his  Peo¬ 
ple  a  Sign  of  temporal  Deliverance,  which 
fhould  bear  Refemblance  to  the  greateft  Deli- 
iverancc  they  were  capable  of  receiving:  then 
|  could  it  be  no  Mifapplication  to  apply  the 
Words  of  the  flrft  Event  to  the  Second,  of 
the  Sign  to  the  Thing  fignify’d,  they  being 
diredly  according  to  the  Will  of  God  fulfilled 
in  both  Cafes. 

To  inhance,  Suppofing  God  when  he  gave 

IAhaz,  a  Sign  of  Deliverance  from  Pekah,  and 
i  Remaliah,  likewife  intended  that  this  fhould 
;be  a  Sign  of  that  great  future  Deliverance 
;of  Mankind,  by  a  Child  born  of  a  Vir¬ 
gin,  then,  when  Jefus  was  born  of  a  Virgin 
H  z  might 
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might  Matthew  properly  fay,  Now  all  this  was 
done  that  it  might  be  fulfilled,  which  was  fifoken 
of  the  Lord  by  the  Prophet ,  (That  it  might  be 
fulfilled  which  was  fpoken  of  the  Lord  by  the 
Prophet,  when  he  gave  a  Sign  which  prefigured 
the  Birth  of  the  Mejjiah,)  Behold  a  Virgin 
fall  be  with  Child ,  6tc. 

Thus  again,  Suppofing  God  when  He  fent 
his  People  into  Egypt,  defigncd  fending  his 
own  Son  thither,  and  intended  that  one  bvent 
fhould  prefigure  the  other,  then,  when  Jefus 
came  out  of  Egypt ,  might  Matthew  again  juft- 
ly  fay,  That  it  might  be  fulfilled >  which  was  fpoken 
of  the  Lord  by  the  Prophet,  faying,  (That  this 
Event  might  come  to  pafs  according  to  the 
Will  of  God,  and  the  Expreflion  of  the  Pro¬ 
phet  concerning  a  former  one  that  prefigured 
it,)  Out  of  Egypt  have  I  called  my  Son . 

But  not  fo  much  as  this  is  wanted  in  the 
prefent  Argument  5  it  is  not  neceflary  that 
the  Sign  given  to  Ahaz>  fhould  be  a  Sign  of 
the  Birth  of  the  Mejjiah 5  or  the  Event  of 
Jfrael's  being  called  out  of  Egypt  prefigure  the 
calling  of  the  Mejjiah  from  thence,  to  make 
Matthews  Application  juft.  For  if  a  Mejjiah 
was  intended,  the  whole  Manner  and  Circum- 
ftanccs  of  his  Life  and  Death  muft  be  alfo 
predetermin'd  by  God.  Well  then  might 
Matthew  when  Jefus  was  born  of  a  Virgin, 
or  when  he  came  out  of  Egypt ,  upon  a  C011- 
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federation  of  God's  determinate  Counfel  and 
Knowledge,  fay,  Now  all  this  was  done ,  that 
it  might  be  fulfilled  which  was  fpoken  of  the  Lord 
by  the  Prophet ,  (That  this  Event  which  God 
has  long  ago  determin'd  ffiould  come  to  pafs, 
may  now  do  fo,  according  to  the  Expreffion 
of  the  Prophet, )  Behold  a  Virgin  fhall  be  with 
Child \  &c.  Out  of  Egypt  have  I  called  my  Son . 

But  we  need  not  leek  for  many  Solutions 
!  of  fhc  above  propos'd  Difficulty,  one  poffible 
!  one  is  fufficient  as  has  been  before  obferved. 

The  whole  Miftake  concerning  thefc  Ap- 
}  plications  feems  to  be  taking  them  in  a  wrong 
view,  and  imagining  that  Matthew  brings 
them  as  Proof  that  Jefus  is  the  Meffiah.  He 
|  offers  at  no  fuch  thing,  nor  is  it  his  bufinefs 
;  in  this  place.  He  is  only  telling  a  plain  Nar¬ 
rative,  the  Hiftory  of  Jefus ,  and  by  the  way 
'  remarks  upon  feveral  Events  in  which  the 
|  Will  of  God  was  fulfill’d  according  to  the 
J  Expreffions  of  the  Prophets. 

1  In  ffiort,  unlefs  it  can  be  proved ,  that 
1  the  Texts  apply'd  by  Matthew  could  not 
;  poffibly  relate  to  Jefus  5  that  God  could  not, 

I  if  he  pleafed,  make  Events  under  the  firft 
Difpenfation  refemble  others  under  the  Second  5 
t  Signs  of  temporal  Deliverance  which 
ffiould  be  Signs  alfo  of  Deliverance  by  Meffiah  5 
and  that  the  Manner  and  Circumftance  of  the 
Appearance  of  the  Meffiah ,  was  not  predetcr- 
H  3  min'd? 
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min’d  by  God ;  it  cannot  be  proved  that  lie 
has  been  guilty  of  Mifapplication  ;  but  neither 
of  the  above  mention'd  Particulars,  (much  lefs 
all  of  them)  can  be  proved ;  then  it  cannot  be 
proved  that  Matthew  has  been  guilty  of  Mifap¬ 
plication. 

But  2 dly.  Another  Mark  of  Falfhood  is  ob¬ 
jected  againlt  the  Chriflian  Religion,  and  that 
is,  Matthew  makes  a  falfe  Quotation,  and 
fays,  He  [  Jefus  1  a  came  and  dwelt  in  a  City 
called  Nazareth :  that  it  might  be  fulfill'd  which 
was  fpoken  by  the  Prophets ,  he  Jhall  be  called  a 
Nazarene, 

This  Objection  is  almoft  too  flight  to  an- 
fwer.  Suppofe  the  Jews  had  a  Tradition, 
which  arofe  from  the  Mouth  of  fome  of  their 
Prophets,  that  the  MeJJiah  was  to  be  a  Naza- 
rene 5  this  is  a  much  more  eafy  Suppofition 
than  that  Matthew  fhould  make  a  falfe  Quo¬ 
tation,  which  would  manifeftly  have  been  an 
Injury,  and  could  not  poffibly  have  been  any 
way  an  advantage  to  his  Caulc.  As  then  we 
are  furc,  that  if  Matthew  was  not  an  Im- 
poftor  he  could  not,  and  as  we  have  Reafon 
to  think  that  if  he  was  one,  he  would  not 
make  a  falfe  Quotation,  we  ought  not  to 
look  upon  it  as  fuch,  notwithftanding  we  can¬ 
not,  at  fo  great  a  diftance  of  Time  find  whence 
it  is  produced, 

a  Matt.  2.  23*  b  John  4_f„ 
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But  another  Objedion  yet  remains ,  and 
that  is,  Elias  was  to  come  before  the  com¬ 
ing  of  the  MejJIah'-y  but  Elias  is  not  come  5 
confequently,  Jefus  is  not  the  MeJJiah . 

The  Argument  Bands  thus.  The  Followers 
of  Jefus  do  not  pretend  to  fay  that  Elias  is 
come,  if  John  Baptifi  is  not  Elias:  but  John 
Baptifl  is  not  Elias ,  (Proof  his  aown  words  5) 
then  Elias  is  not  come. 

Now  the  Account  given  by  Jefus  of  this 
Matter  is  this,  that  John  Baptifl  was  the  b  Elias 
which  was  to  corner  that  he  was  the  Perfon 
promifed  by  the  Prophets  under  the  name  of 
Elias. 

The  Query  is,  whether  this  is  a  poffi- 
ble  Account  of  the  Matter,  whether  this  AF 
fertion  of  Jefus  s  concerning  John  Baptifl  is 
confident  with  Jewifh  Prophecy,  that  is,  whe¬ 
ther  the  calling  one  Perfon  by  the  Name  of 
another  whom  he  refembles,  whofe  Charader 
he  takes  and  by  whofe  Spirit  and  Power  he 
ads  (  which  is  the  Account  given  of  John 
Baptifl  by  the  Angel  c  Gabriel)  is  agreeable  to 
Jewifh  Scriptures. 

This  way  of  fpeaking  is  certainly  agreeable 
to  Jewifh  Scriptures,  where  we  often  find  the 
Charaders  and  Offices  of  Fcrfons  given  us  ill 
their  Names,  and  the  fame  Perfon  called  by 

a  JoM  1.  m.  b  Matt.  11.  14,  c  Luke  1.  17. 
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different  Names.  Inftances  of  the  firft  kind 
are  frequent ;  of  the  fecond,  the  following 
one  is  fufficient.  It  is  faid,  that  z  David,  the 
Son  of  b  David,  and  the  c  Lord  ft  all  reign  over 
the  Houfe  pf  Jacob  for  ever. 

It  follows  then,  that  provided  John  Baptijl 
aded  by  the  Spirit  and  Tower  of  Elias,  aded  as 
Elias  would  have  himfelf  aded,  if  he  had  been 
upon  Earth,  it  was  not  unfuitable  to  JewijJj 
Prophecy  to  foretell  him  under  the  Name  of 
Elias  but  John,  Baptijl  did  acl  in  the  Spirit  and 
Power  of  Elias  ;  act  as  Elias  would  himfelf  have 
aded,  if  he  had  been  upon  Earth,  for  which 
we  have  the  Evidence  of  Miracle  and  Prophecy  ; 
then  it  was  not  unfuitable  to  Jewifh  Prophecy 
to  forete.l  him  under  the  Name  of  Elias.  And 
if  it  was  not  unfuitable  to  Jewifi )  Prophecy 
to  foretell  John  Baptifl  under  the  Name  of 
Elias,  then  Je Jus's  A  fie  rt  ion  that  John  Baptifl 
was  the  promifed  Elias ,  was  not  unfuitable  to 
Jewifv  Prophecy  ;  and  if  JcJuss  AfTertion  con¬ 
cerning  John  Baptif  is  neither  unfuitable  to 
Jewifo  Prophecy  nor  is  an  impoflible  one, 
then  it  ought  to  be  received  before  any  other 
whatfoever,  having  the  Evidence  of  Miracle 
and  Prophecy,  and  John  Baptifl  ought  to  be 
received  as  the  promifed  Elias. 

That  the  fpeaking  of  Perfons  under  the 

a  Ezek.  37.  25%  b  Jer.  3$.  17.  u.  c  Micah  4.  7. 
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Names  of  others,  whom  they  refemble  is 
common  to  other  Nations  befides  the  Jews,  is 
too  well  known  to  need  Inftances. 

SECT.  XI. 

AND  now  having  fhewn  that  the  Chriftian. 

Religion  has  the  Evidence  of  Miracle 
and  Prophecy  ;  that  the  Jews  cannot  conft- 
ftently  with  a  Belief  of  Mofes,  rejeft  Jefus  as 
not  being  the  Meffiah,  the  Pcrfon  he  pretends 
to  be  ;  and  having  feen  the  Infignificancy  of  the 
Objections  commonly  urged  againft  him,  I 
proceed  to  affert. 

That  fo  far  are  the  Jews  from  being  able 
to  prove  Jefus  not  the  Mefjiah ,  that  on  the 
contrary,  their  own  Books  arc  Impofture,  if 
he  is  not  this  Perfon. 

I  pal's  by  all  thofc  repeated  Promifes  above 
produced  of  a  King  and  Kingdom,  Deliverances, 
SleJJings,  &c.  which  if  not  fulfilled  in  Jefus, 
are  yet  unfulfilled,  and  confequently  are  juft- 
ly  fulpeckd  of  never  coming  from  God  ;  and 
only  infift  on  the  following  ones. 

God  in  a  particular  manner  calls  Abraham 
from  his  Kindred  and  his  Country,  and  three 
times  folemnly  allures  him,  “  That  in  him  and 
his  Seed  all  the  Nations  of  the  Earth  fhould  be  blefjed. 
a  Gen.  1 2.  5.  Ib.  18.  18.  Ib.  2,1.  18. 


t 


Now 


izz  Whether  the  Chr,  Relig. 

Now  there  is  no  pretence  that  all  the  Nations  of 
the  Earth  have  been  really  bieffed  in  Abraham, 
or  in  any  Perfon  depended  from  him  unlefs 
it  be  in  Jefus ;  and  tho'  we  were  to  under¬ 
hand  the  Words  according  to  the  Senfe  which 
fome  put  cn  them  ( which  doubtlefs  is  not 
the  obvious  and  literal  one,)  that  is,  that  A- 
braham  fhould  be  a  Standard  of  Bleffednefs  to 
Mankind,  and  People  fhould  fay  when  they 
blefs,  God  make  you  as  Abraham,  they  are  even 
in  this  Senfe  unfulfilled,  Abraham  or  any  of 
his  Dependents  having  never  been  a  Standard 
of  Bleffednefs  to  any  Nation  (unlefs  perhaps 
a  fhort  time  to  the  Jewifh,)  much  lefs  to 
all;  and  the  Seed  of  Abraham,  but  in  the 
fourth  or  fifth  Generation  from  him,  fell 
into  Bondage  and  Slavery ,  recovered  but 
fhort  lived  Profperity,  came  again  into  Diftrefs, 
and  have  continued  many  Ages  in  a  Condh 
tion,  that  is  the  reverfe  of  Bleffednefs. 

This  Promife  is  then  yet  unfulfilled,  or  ful¬ 
filled  in  Jefus  ;  if  it  is  unfulfilled,  then  there 
is  a  Mark  of  Falfhood  in  the  Jewifh  Religion, 
it  being  impoffible  for  God  to  promife  an-d 
not  to  perform  in  due  time. 

If  it  be  reply ’d  that  this  Promife  is  yet  to 
be  fulfilled,  and  that  a  thoufand  Tears  with  the 
Lord  are  as  one  Days  I  anfwer,  that  tho"  a 
thoufand  Tears  with  the  Lord  are  as  one  Day,  yet 
they  are  not  fo  with  Man;  and  that  when 

the 
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the  Supreme  Being  condefcends  to  conpimuni- 
cate  himfelf  to  Man,  he  muft  ad  with  him 
according  to  his  Nature,  as  weil  as  his  own  5 
he  cannot  then  give  fo  folemn  a  Promife  of 
fuch  a  Nature  to  Abraham,  and  not  fulfill  it 
in  above  three  thoufand  Years,  and  befides 
let  the  Seed  of  Abraham  continue  for  many 
Generations,  in  fuch  a  diftreflcd  and  difperfed 
Condition  that  all  Hopes  and  Human  Profped 
of  it’s  being  ever  fulfilled  ceafes. 

If  the  Jew  yet  tells  us.  That  according  to 
our  Account  of  Things,  this  Promife  was  not 
fulfilled  till  near  two  thoufand  Years  after  it 
was  given,  and  that  what  might  for  wife  and 
good  Reafons  be  defer’d  fo  long,  might  for 
as  wife  and  good  ones  be  defer’d  longer j  I 
again  return,  That  tho’  the  promifed  Blefling 
was  fo  long  defer  d,  yet  by  conftant  Revela¬ 
tions  from  God  the  Profped  of  it’s  being  ful¬ 
filled  increafed,  and  God  kept  up  the  Hopes 
and  Expectations  of  the  jew.s  by  other  Pro¬ 
phecies  which  pointed  out  the  Time,  Manner 
and  Circumftances  of  this  Bieilingj  he  re¬ 
new’d  and  confirm’d  it  to  them  by  the  Mouth 
of  his  Prophets.  But  now  as  all  Prophecy  has 
ceafed  for  above  two  thoufand  Years,  there 
is  no  Profped  of  it’s  being  ever  fulfilled,  aud  it 
ftands  as  a  Mark  of  Impofture  in  the  Jewilh 
Religion,  if  Jefus  is  not  the  Mejjiah . 
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This  is  the  plain  and  dired  View,  in  which 
this  Text  is  to  be  confider’d;  and  thole  ftrange- 
ly  miftake  Things,  who  confidering  it  fimply 
give  it  in  Evidence  of  the  Chriftian  Religion* 
Jefus  mud  be  firft  proved  the  Mejjiah ,  before 
we  can  apply  the  Bleflednefs  5  and  thofe  who 
deny  his  being  the  Mejjiah,  deny  the  Blelfed- 
nefs.  Yet  this  Text  affords  a  ftrong  Argu¬ 
ment  to  the  Jew,  that  Jefus  is  the  Mejjiah  5  and 
as  he  cannot  pretend  that  it  is  fulfilled  in  any 
Perfon  if  not  in  Jefus,  he  is  driven  to  ac¬ 
knowledge,  either  that  God  promifed  and  did 
not  perform,  or  that  Jefus  is  the  Mejjiah. 

idly.  Jacob  blefling  his  Sons  declares  that 
the  Scepter  a  Jhall  not  depart  from  Judah ,  nor  a 
Lawgiver  from  between  his  feet ,  until  Shiloh  come. 
Here  then  is  a  remarkable  Perfon  foretold  to 
come  into  the  World  before  a  certain  Period ; 
the  Queftion  then  is,  whether  the  Perfon  fore¬ 
told  is  the  Mejjiah  or  fome  other  Perfon  : 
but  the  Jews  cannot  poflibly  apply  this  Pro¬ 
phecy  to  any  other  Perfon;  then  it  is  yet  un¬ 
fulfilled,  or  fulfilled  in  Jefus.  If  it  is  yet 
unfulfilled,  then  there  is  a  Mark  of  Falfhood 
in  the  Jewifh  Religion,  the  Period  being  ma- 
nifcftly  paft  before  which  Jacob  declared  that 
this  Perfon  fiiould  appear. 

idly.  Mofes§  Promife  to  the  People  that 
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God  would  fend  them  a  Prophet  like  unto  him - 
felfi  who  fhouid  be  in  the  place  of  God  and 
[peak  the  Words  of  his  Mouthy  &c.  is  fulfilled,  or 
not  fulfilled.  If  it  is  not  fulfilled,  there  is 
another  Mark  of  Falfhood  in  the  Jewifh  Re¬ 
ligion  5  If  it  is  fulfilled,  that  it  can  be  fulfilled 
in  no  other  Perfon  than  Jefus  is  evident  from 
the  Jewifh  Accounts  of  their  own  Prophets, 
none  of  whom  were  like  unto  Mofes ,  and 
from  the  direft  Confeffion  of  one  of  them, 
Deut.  34.  io,  11.  And  there  arofe  not  a  Prophet 
fince  in  ifrael  like  unto  Mofes . 

The  Event  then,  the  State  of  the  Jewifh, 
Nation  fince  Mofes ,  plainly  fhcws  that  thefe 
Words  cannot  poffibly  relate  to  a  SuccelTioii 
of  Jewifh  Prophets,  as  fome  underftand  them, 
and  that  they  muft  be  fulfill’d  in  Jefus  or  are 
unfulfilled.  None  of  thefe  Prophets  were  like 
unto  Mofes,  nor  pretended  to  be  fo;  and  as 
they  taught  nothing  different  from  the  Law 
of  Mofes ,  could  not  want  the  promifed  Evi¬ 
dence.  Add  to  this  the  Confeffion  above 
mention’d,  which  we  have  reafon  to  think 
was  made  in  the  Time  of  Ezra,  and  there  be¬ 
ing  not  fo  much  as  a  pretence  amongft  the 
jews  that  they  have  fince  had  a  Prophet  like 
unto  Mofes . 

4 thly.  All  thofe  Promifcs  to  David  of  e~ 
ft abli firing  his  a  Throne  for  ever,  letting  his  Seed 
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remain  as  long  as  the  San  and  Moon  cndurcth,  &c. 
inuft  be  fulfilled  in  Jefus,  or  are  Delulion 
and  Impofture.  Ten  Tribes  were  rent  from 
David  in  the  feeond  Generation  after  him, 
and  all  Government  has  been  taken  from  his 
Family  for  above  thefe  feventeen  hundredYears: 
fhall  we  then  affert  that  God  promifed  and  did 
not  perform  r  or  that  thefe  Promifes  may  yet 
be  fulfilled,  notwithftanding  there  has  been  fo 
long  an  Interruption  to  all  Dominion  in  the 
Houfe  of  David ?  The  Point  is  evident;  either 
thefe  Promifes  arc  Jewifh  Forgeries,  or  they 
are  fulfilled  in  Jefus. 

Indeed  it  feems  as  if  God  by  taking  ten 
Tribes  from  Rehoboam ,  purpofely  defign’d  to 
fhew  the  People  that  it  was  not  a  Temporal 
Kingdom  which  was  to  be  eftablifhed  in  the 
Houfe  of  David ,  and  that  thefe  Promifes  had 
another  Signification.  And  if  we  confider 
the  laft  Words  of  the  Son  of  Jeffe,  we  have 
reafon  to  think  that  he  himfelf  underftood  as 
much.  a  The  Spirit  of  the  Lord  fpake  by  me , 
and  his  word  was  in  my  tongue.  The  God  of  if  - 
rael  faidy  T he  Rock  of  ifrael  fpake  to  me ,  he  that 
ruleth  over  Men  mufl  be  jufl ,  ruling  in  the  fear 
of  God :  And  he  fhall  be  as  the  Light  of  the 
Morning. ,  when  the  Sun  rifeth ,  even  a  Morning 
without  Clouds ;  as  the  tender  grafs  fpringing  out 
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of  the  Earth  by  clear  Jhining  after  rain .  Altho 5 
my  Houfe  be  not  fo  'with  God  \  yet  he  hath  made 
with  me  an  everlafiing  Covenant ,  ordered  in  all 
things  and  fare :  for  this  is  all  my  Salvation ,  and 
all  my  Defire,  altho 9  he  make  it  not  to  grow. 

Sthly .  The  fifty  third  Chapter  of  ifaiah  re¬ 
lates  to  the  Mejfah,  or  it  does  not  relate  to 
him  5  If  it  does  not  relate  to  the  Mejfiah ,  then 
the  Jew  muft  fhewto  whom  it  does  relate,  and 
who  that  Perfon  is  that  is  fo  great,  that  Kings 
fhut  their  Months  at  him ,  yet  is  led  like  a  Lamb 
to  the  Slaughter  wounded  for  our  Tranfgrejfons ; 
bears  the  Sins  of  many  $  makes  inter ceff on  for 
TranfgreJJ'ors  5  fees  his  Seed,  and  prolongs  his  Days, 
after  his  Soul  is  made  an  offering  for  Sin  $  Let 
them  (hew  who  this  Perfon  is,  if  it  be  not 
the  Mejfiah.  IP  they  cannot  do  this,  then 
there  is  another  Mark  of  Falfhood  in  the 
jewifh  Pvdigion,  the  Time  for  the  Appear¬ 
ance  of  this  Perfon  being  fo  limited  by  the 
Prophet  Daniel  ( as  will  appear  prefen tly ) 
that  he  muft  be  already  come,  if  Daniel  is 
not  an  Impoftor.  For  that  Ifaiah  and  Daniel 
both  defcribe  the  fame  Perion  is  evident  from 
comparing  the  Characters  given  by  each  of 
them. 

6thly.  The  following  remarkable  Prophecy  is 
fulfilled  in  Jefus,  or  the  Perfon  who  deliver- 
cd  it  is  an  lmpoftor.  a  Seventy  Weeks  are  deter- 
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mind  upon  thy  People ,  and  upon  thy  holy  City ,  to 
ffnifh  the  Tranfgrefjion,  and  to  make  an  end  of  Sins , 
and  to  make  reconciliation  for  Iniquity ,  and  to 
bring  in  everlajling  Right eoufnefs,  and  to  Seal  up 
the  Vifion  and  Prophecy ,  and  to  anoint  the  mojl 
Holy ,  &c.  And  after  threescore  and  two  Weeks 
Shall  Meffiah  be  cut  off \  but  not  for  himfelf: 
and  the  People  of  the  Prince  that  J hall  come,  fh all 
deflroy  the  City,  and  the  Sanctuary,  and  the  end 
thereof  Jhall  be  with  a  Flood,  and  unto  the 
end  of  the  War  Deflations  are  determined. 

Now  this  Prophecy  cannot  poffibly  be  ap- 
ply'd  to  any  Perfon  who  has  yet  appeared  in 
the  World  unlefs  it  be  Jefus:  and  tho’  the 
]ews  and  Pome  Perfons  for  them  would 
lain  apply  it  to  one  of  their  own  High-Priefts, 
yet  it  is  impoffible  they  fhould  do  this,  the 
Character  of  the  Perfon,  and  Work  he  was 
to  perform  as  fnifhing  Tranfgreffion,  making  an 
end  of  Sins,  bringing  in  everlajling  Righteoufnefs , 
Sealing  up  the  Ftffon  and  Prophecy,  &c.  being  no 
way  applicable  to  any  fuch  Perfon. 

If  then  this  Prophecy  cannot  poffibly  be 
apply'd  to  any  Perfon  who  has  yet  appear'd 
in  the  World  unlefs  to  Jefus,  then  it  is  fuh 
rilled  in  him  or  is  unfulfilled :  but  it  cannot 
poffibly  be  unfulfilled,  unlefs  Daniel  who  de¬ 
livered  it,  is  an  Impoftor;  becaufe  according 
to  him  this  Perfon  was  to  appear  before  the 
Dcftruclion  of  the  City  and  Sanctuary,  and  both 

thefe 
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thefe  have  been  deftroy’d  feventeen  hundred 
Years. 

That  this  Prophecy  is  applicable  to  Jefus 
in  all  it's  Parts,  is  confefs'd  by  the  Adversaries 
of  Chriftianity,  when  they  take  Pains  to  fhew 
that  it  is  a  Ghriftian  Forgery. 

If  we  confider  this  Prophecy  rightly,  we 
fhall  not  need  to  be  Critical  in  a  Calculation 
of  Daniel’s  feventy  Weeks ,  it  is  enough  that  it 
was  to  be  fulfilled  before  the  Deftrudion  of 
the  City  and  Santtuary  :  fo  that  thefe  being  de- 
ftroy'd  it  muft  be  fulfilled,  or  Daniel,  who  de¬ 
livered  it,  anlmpoftor. 

The  true  End  of  this  remarkable  Prophecy 
(like  the  5  id.  Chapter  of  Ifaiah )  feems  to  be, 
to  take  off  Objedions  which  might  arife  on 
Account  of  a  fuffering  MeJJiah ,  and  to  con¬ 
firm  and  eftablifh  the  weak  in  future  Ages. 
Thus, 

As  Abraham  had  been  afiured  that  in  his 
Seed  all  the  Families  of  the  Earth  fhould  be  blejfed 5 
Mofes  had  told  the  People  that  God  would  raife 
them  up  a  Prophet  from  amid (l  their  Brethreny 
who  would  /peak  to  them  the  Words  of  God,  and  to 
whom  they  fhould  hearken  5  and  Nathan ,  lfaiahy 
Jeremiah  and  other  Prophets  promifed  that 
the  Throne  of  David  fhould  be  eflablifhed  for 
ever ;  that  a  King  fhould  rule  in  Righteoufnefs ,  dec. 
and  were  full  of  Defcriptions  of  this  King  and 
Kingdom ,  left  the  Jews  might  from  hence  con- 
I  ceive 
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ceiveHopcs  of  a  Temporal  Prince  and  World¬ 
ly  Profperity  and  Grandeur,  God  kindly  guard¬ 
ed  them  againft  fo  dangerous  a  Miftake,  and 
let  them  know  by  his  Prophet  Ifaiah  that  the 
Prince  who  was  to  be  their  Deliverer  was  to 
have  no  outward  Form  or  Come  line fs,  but  to  be 
a  Man  of  Sorrows  and  acquainted  with  Grief \  that 
the  Evil  he  was  to  deliver  them  from,  was 
their  Sins  5  and  that  the  Manner  in  which  he 
was  to  do  it,  was  by  Wounds ,  Sufferings ,  Stripes , 
Death  5  and  again  he  by  Daniel  confirms  this, 
perhaps  unacceptable.  Truth,  and  fixes  a  Period, 
namely  the  Deftru&ion  of  their  City  and  San- 
ctuary ,  before  which  he  allures  them  their 
Prince  fhould  be  thus  treated  and  cut  off. 

ythly.  The  time  is  fo  limited  for  the  ful¬ 
filling  another  remarkable  Prophecy  that  it 
muft  be  fulfilled,  or  the  Perfon  who  delivered 
it  an  Impoftor,  *The  Lord  whom  ye  feek ,  fhall 
fuddenly  come  to  his  Temple:  even  the  MeJJenger 
of  the  Covenant ,  whom  ye  delight  in :  behold ,  he 
fioall  come ,  faith  the  Lord  of  Hofts. 

Now  there  is  no  Pretence,  nor  can  be  any, 
that  this  Text  is  fulfilled,  if  not  in  Jefus  (in 
his  being  the  MeJJiah  and  in  Perfon  in  the 
Temple, )  and  if  it  is  not  fulfilled,  then  nei¬ 
ther  can  it  ever  be ;  the  Temple  being  de- 
ftroyed.  And  if  it  neither  is,  nor  can  be  ftil- 
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filled,  unlefs  Jefus  is  the  Mejfiah ,  then  it  is 
either  fulfilled  in  him,  or  is  Delufion  and 
Impofture. 

So  again,  thole  other  Texts,  a/  will  fhake 
all  Nations ,  and  the  Vefire  of  all  Nations  fhall 
come ,  and  I  will  fill  this  Hoitfe  with  glory ,  faith 
the  Lord  of  Hofis.  The  glory  of  this  latter  Houfc 
fhall  be  greater  than  of  the  former ,  faith  the 
Lord  of  Hofis,  can  in  no  Scnfe  We  true  accord¬ 
ing  to  the  bell  Accounts  of  both  Temples,  if 
Jefus  is  not  the  Mejfiah. 

Again  laftly,  There  are  feveral  Prophecies 
concerning  theCaliing  of  the  Gentiles  which  are 
yet  unfulfilled  5  or  fulfilled  by  calling  of  them 
to  the  Chriftian  Religion.  If  they  are  yet  un¬ 
fulfilled,  then  we  cannot  reconcile  with  the 
Wifdom  and  Juftice  of  God  his  differing  fo 
remarkable  and  amazing  a  Converfion  of  Gen¬ 
tiles  to  a  falfe  Religion,  which  was  a  direct 
Way  to  draw  the  Jews  into  Error  by  an  Ap¬ 
plication  of  this  Event  to  their  Prophecies  5  If 
they  are  fulfilled,  that  they  can  only  be  ful¬ 
filled  in  the  Converfion  of  the  Gentiles  to 
Chriftianity  is  evident. 

Now  if  one  remarkable  Text  ftanding  for 
many  Ages  unfulfilled  raifes  Sufpicion  of  Falf- 
hood,  feveral  Texts  doing  fo,  and  fome  of 
them  fuch  as  now  never  can  be  fulfilled,  are 
evident  Proofs  of  it. 
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We  can  have  no  greater  Certainty  of  a 
Revelation  than  we  have,  that  God  cannot  de¬ 
ceive;  that  he  will  not  require  our  Aflent  to 
his  Will  without  giving  us  lufficient  Evidence 
that  it  is  fuch ;  that  he  will  deal  with  us  ac¬ 
cording  to  our  Nature,  &c.  He  cannot  then 
promise  to  Abraham,  that  in  his  Seed  all  the  Fa¬ 
milies  of  the  Earth  fhould  be  blefjed ,  and  yet 
defer  this  Blejj'ednefs  above  three  thoufand 
Years;  to  Mofes,  that  he  would  raife  up  a  Pro¬ 
phet  like  unto  him f elf  who  fhould  fpeak  the  Words 
of  God ,  yet  never  fend  any  fuch  Perfon ;  to 
David ,  to  eflabltfh  his  Throne  forever ,  yet  im¬ 
mediately  rend  ten  Tribes  from  him,  and  let 
his  Seed  be  fcattered  feventeen  hundred  Years 
together  over  the  face  of  the  Earth ;  to  come 
fuddenly  to  his  Temple  and  fill  it  with  glory ,  yet 
Jet  the  Temple  be  dedroyed  fo  that  Tis  impof- 
fibl.e  he  fhould  do  this;  to  make  an  end  of  Sins, 
to  make  Reconciliation  for  Iniquity,  and  to  bring  in 
Everlafiing  Righteoufnefs ,  and  to  feal  up  the  Vi- 
fion  and  Prophecy,  yet  never  fend  any  Perfon 
on  fuch  an  Errand  Thefe  arc  direct  Impoffi- 
oiiities;  and  I  mud  conclude  according  to  my 
Propofition,  That  the  Jewifh  Religion  is  Inv 
pofture,  if  Jefus  is  not  the  Meffiah. 

It  is  remarkable,  and  worth  obferving,  that 
the  Evidence  to  a  Jew  of  Jefus s  being  the 
Meffiah  increas’d  with  the  Difficulties  which 
arofc  againft  it;  and  that  every  Circumflance 
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was  guarded,  which  might  be  an  Occafion  of 
{tumbling  to  them.  This  teems  to  be  the 
Wifdbm  of  God. 

Thus,  When  Jefus  appear’d  and  preached 
the  true  God  5  gave  the  mod  perfect  Syftcm 
of  Morality  5  and  work’d  Miracles  $  he  fulfill¬ 
ed  Mofess  remarkable  Prophecy  :  and  confc- 
quentiy  ought  to  have  been  received  by  the 
]ews  as  that  Prophet  whom  Mofes  foretold. 
And  accordingly,  as  has  been  obferved,  he 
expeds  their  Conviction  upon  this  Evidence, 
Believe  me  for  the  very  Works  fake,  &c.  If  1  had 
not  done  among  you  the  Works  which  no  other 
Man  did,  dec.  And  again,  when  John  fent 
two  of  his  Difciplcs  to  ask  him,  a  Art  thou 
he  that  fhould  come ,  or  do  we  look  for  another? 
He  only  anfwers  by  recounting  his  Works, 
Go  and  fhew  John ,  fays  he,  thofe  things  which 
ye  do  hear  and  fee :  the  Blind  receive  their  fight , 
and  the  Lame  walk ,  the  Lepers  are  clean  fed,  and 
the  Leaf  hear ,  the  Dead  are  raifed  up,  and  the 
Boor  have  the  G  of  pel  preached  to  them.  And 
hlejfed  is  he  whofoever  fhall  not  be  offended  in  me. 
(The  Number  and  Nature  of  my  Works,  my 
Miracles,  are  full  Evidence  that  I  am  the  pro- 
mifed  Prophet,  and  bleffed  is  he,  who  not 
prejudiced  by  Worldly  Views  can  receive  this 
Evidence,  and  be  my  Difciple.J 
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Here  then  the  Works  of  Jefus ,  his  Mira¬ 
cles,  were  full  Evidence  that  he  was  the  Pro¬ 
phet  Mofes  foretold,  and  the  promifed  Meffah . 
But  when  he  came  to  fuffer,  then  had  the 
Jews  a  Bumbling  Block,  owing  to  their  own 
Prejudices  and  Worldly  Attachments.  Now 
was  the  Hour  come ,  when  bleffed  was  he 
who  was  not  offended  at  a  fuffering  Meffah. 
Now  was  it  time  for  the  Jews  again  to  look 
into  their  Books  to  which  Jefus  over  and  o- 
ver  kindly  refers  them.  Here  I  fat  ah,  Daniel 
and  Zachary  fet  them  right  by  telling  them, 
that  the  Meffah  was  to  be  a  Man  of  Sorrows 
and  acquainted  with  Grief ;  that  he  was  to  pour 
out  his  Soul  to  Death ;  that  after  three f core  and 
two  Weeks  he  fhou/d  be  cut  off  but  not  for  himfelf 
and  that  the  Sword  fhould  awake  again [l  a  Man 
that  was  fellow  to  the  Lord  of  Hofls . 

Again,  When  Perfecution  arofe,  which  was 
another  Bar  to  Flefh  and  Blood,  then  were 
thole  remarkable  Prophecies  concerning  the 
calling  of  the  Gentiles  fulfilled,  and  fulfilled  un¬ 
der  this  extraordinary  difadvantageous  Circum- 
ilance,  that  the  Converfion  was  to  a  perfecuted 
Church. 

When  the  City  and  Temple  were  deftroy’d, 
then  had  the  Jews  Demonftration  that  the 
Meffah  was  come,  or  that  Daniel ,  who  told 
them  that  the  Meffah  fhould  be  cut  off  be¬ 
fore  this  Period  5  and  Malachi  and  Haggai  who. 
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had  promifed  that  the  Lord  fhould  come  fuddenly 
to  his  Temple  y  and  that  the  glory  of  the  fecond  Houfe 
fhould  he  greater  than  that  of  the  former ,  were 
Impoftors. 

And  at  this  Day  the  difperfed  and  diftreffed 
Condition  of  the  Jews,  as  well  as  their  un¬ 
fulfilled  Prophecies ,  is  an  Evidence  againft 
them. 

Tho'  it  is  not  necefiary  that  God  after  he 
has  once  revealed  himfelf,  fhould  give  frefh 
Evidences  to  his  Revelation  in  different  Ages, 
yet  'tis  neceffary  that  he  do  not  miflead  and 
give  grounds  for  Hope  of  Deliverance,  yet  not 
let  this  Deliverance  ever  arrive ;  and  further 
let  an  Impoftor  arife  to  whom  the  Characters 
of  the  promifed,  and  expeCted  Perfon,  are  fo 
fuitable  that  by  that  Means  he  draws  Multi¬ 
tudes  into  Error.  In  this  Cafe  the  People  fa¬ 
vour'd  with  a  Revelation  are  in  a  worfe  Con¬ 
dition  than  all  others,  one  Part  of  them  be¬ 
ing  deceived  by  an  Impoftor,  the  other  left  to 
languifh  in  fruitlefs  Hopes  and  Expectations. 

But,  if  the  Jewifh  Religion  advances  Incon^ 
fiftencies  and  Impoffibilities,  if  Jefusi s  not  the 
Mejjiah  5  on  the  contrary  change  the  ProfpeCt, 
and,  if  he  is  this  Perfon,  the  whole  of  it  is  ra¬ 
tional  and  confident. 

In  the  firft  place  it  is  rational  to  expeCt  that 
the  Mejjiah ,  a  Perfon  who  was  to  J peak  the 
Words  of  Qod%  to  be  hearkened  to  in  all  things* 
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and  to  be  the  Author  of  a  new  Difpenfation, 
ihould  be  foretold  by  the  Jewifh  Prophets, 
particularly  by  Mofes ,  this  being  a  connect¬ 
ing  Evidence,  an  Evidence  that  the  Author 
of  the  firft  was  the  Author  of  the  fecond  Dif- 
penfation;  that  the  very  God  who  brought 
the  People  out  of  Egypt  and  gave  them  their 
Law,  alfo  fent  them  that  Perfon  who  abo- 
liihed  it.  And  as  it  is  rational  to  expeCt  that 
the  Mefjlah  fhould  be  foretold  in  the  Jewifh 
Scriptures,  fo  i njefus  we  find  a  Concurrence 
of  ail  the  prophetical  Characters  of  the  Meffi- 
ah',  He  is  truly  the  Blejjing  promifed  to  Abra¬ 
ham,  and  in  the  Saviour  of  the  World  all  the 
Families  of  the  Earth  are  blejjed  ;  the  Prophet 
Mofes  delcribes,  He  delivered  a  DoCtrine  wor¬ 
thy  of  God,  and / fake  in  his  Name,  and  the  thing 
which  he  fpake  followed  and  came  to  pafs ,  he 
had  the  divine  Artcftation  that  (according  to 
his  own  Declaration)  he  did  not  fpeak  of  him- 
felf  but  a  whatever  the  Father  commanded,  that 
Joe  fpake 5  he  is  the  King  promifed  to  David > 
Jjaiah  and  Daniel 5  in  his  Divine  Nature  truly 
reigns  over  the  Honfe  of  Ifrael  for  ever  $  does  not 
judge  after  the  fight  of  his  Eyes ,  neither  reprove 
after  the  hearing  of  his  Ears,  but  with  Righte- 
cufnefs  judge  the  Poor  and  reprove  with  Equity ; 
find  his  Kingdom  is  fuch  as  fhall  not  pafs  away 
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nor  be  left  to  other  Hands-,  but  fhall  fund  for 
even  He  is  the  Man  of  Sufferings,  Ifaiah9 
Daniel  and  Zachary  defcribesf  he  is  bom  of 
the  Tribe,  Family ,  and  in  the  Town  foretold  5  he 
appeared  at  the  promifed,  and  what’s  more,  at 
the  expefted  Time  :  when  therefore  all  things 
concur,  when  Miracle,  Prophecy  and  Pro¬ 
phetical  Chara&ers  all  meet  in  Jefus,  where 
is  the  Ground  for  Infidelity  ?  Why  is  not 
Jefus  acknowledged  the  Mejjiah  of  the 
Jews  ? 

One  Thing  we  muff  obferve,  and  that  is, 
that  in  a  Difpute  betwixt  a  Jew  and  a  Chriftian 
who  both  acknowledge  the  Divinity  of  the 
Old  Teftament,  the  Chriftian  Evidence,  the 
Evidence  that  Jefus  is  the  Mejfiah ,  increafes 
with  Time,  and  confequently  the  Jewilh  Caufe 
grows  every  day  worfe  and  worfe.  And  as 
by  the  Confeffion  of  the  Jews,  their  Pro¬ 
phecies  are  unfulfilled,  if  not  fulfilled  in  Jefus, 
they  have  every  day  more  Reafon  than  other 
to  believe  they  are  fulfilled  in  him,  or  are 
Impofture. 

On  the  other  hand,  every  independent  Ar¬ 
gument  for  the  Divinity  of  the  Jewifb  Reli¬ 
gion  is  a  Proof  of  Chriftianity. 

As  to  die  Deift,  the  Evidence  to  him  that 
Jefus  is  the  Mefflah ,  in  fhort  is  this  5  Jefus 
appears  and  teaches  a  Do&rine  worthy  of  God, 
snd  worked  Miracles  to  confirm  his  Divine 
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Million.  Whilft  then  Jefus’s  Miracles  are  not 
invalidated,  he  has  a  Right  to  be  receiv’d  as  a 
Perfon  fent  from  God.  But  he  alfo  pretends 
to  fulfill  Prophecies  and  to  be  fpoken  of  in  a 
certain  Book,  he  nuift  then  fulfill  Prophecies 
and  be  fpoken  of  in  this  Book,  or  he  is  an 
Impoftor.  By  this  Book  then  which  he  ap¬ 
peals  to,  he  mull  be  try’d;  and  if  it  appears 
that  he  makes  an  impoflible  Claim,  he  is  to  be 
rejc&ed.  But  no  fooner  is  this  examin’d,  but 
we  find  that  he  does  not  make  an  impollible 
Claim  5  on  the  contrary  fuch  a  Perfon,  as  he 
appears  to  be,  is  exactly  defcribed  and  fore¬ 
told  in  this  Book. 

If  any  Doubt  yet  remains  concerning  the 
Meaning  of  certain  Texts,  it  muft  be  remem- 
bred  that  a  pollible  Senfe  fupported  by  Mi¬ 
racle  and  Prophecy  ought  to  be  received  be¬ 
fore  any  other  whatfoever. 

Conclusion. 

Hitherto  we  have  confidered  feveral  Ap¬ 
plications  made  by  Jefus  and  his  Apoftles,  as 
not  vacating  the  Evidence  of  Miracle  and  Pro¬ 
phecy  :  we  now  proceed  to  look  on  them  in 
another  View,  and  to  examine  how  far  they 
may  be  reckoned  to  give  Evidence,  and  be 
nidged  rational  Parts  of  a  great  Defign. 
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And  ift,  Tho'  thefe  Charaders  and  Circum- 
ftances  might  not  fingly  be  fufficient  to  prove 
a  Revelation,  yet  join'd  with  Miracle  and 
Prophecy  they  give  additional  Evidence,  and 
form  a  threefold  Cord  not  to  be  broken. 

Miracle  alone  was  fufficient  Evidence  that 
Jefus  was  fent  by  God  5  his  fulfilling  Prophe¬ 
cies  proved  him  to  be  the  Mejjiah  of  the 
Jews ;  and  the  Prophetical  Charadcrs  and  Cir- 
cumftances  come  in  as  it  were  over  and 
above,  to  guard  againft  thofe  Prejudices,  and 
unreafonable  Doubts  of  Mankind,  which  might 
poffibly  arife  at  the  Manner  of  his  Appear¬ 
ance  and  Sufferings.  And  Purely,  it  is  not 
only  probable  that  the  Chriftian  Religion  is 
a  Divine  Revelation,  which  would  be  fuffi¬ 
cient  to  determine  every  rational  Enquirer  to 
embrace  it,  but  it  is  no  lefs  than  Demonftra- 
tion,  that  Miracles,  clear  and  exprefs  Prophe¬ 
cies,  and  a  Number  of  Prophetical  Charadcrs' 
and  Circumftances,  cannot  meet  in  an  Inv 
poffpr. 

iJly.  As  fomc  of  the  Prophetical  Charadcrs 
and  Defcriptions  of  the  MeJJiah  might  be  gi¬ 
ven  to  remove  Offences,  which  might  arife 
from  his  mean  Appearance  and  Sufferings ;  fo 
might  others  which  deferibe  his  Grandeur, 
Offices,  and  Kingdom,  be  delivered  to  keep 
up  the  Hopes  and  Expeditions  of  the  Peo~ 
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pie,  and  make  them  have  a  conftant  Eye  to 
this  great  Deliverer. 

idly.  If  Jefus  be  the  Perfon  he  pretends  to 
be,  the  Deliverer  of  us  from  our  Sins,  then 
the  Dignity  of  his  Perfon  and  Importance  of 
his  Errand  make  it  reafonable  to  exped,  that 
the  Prophets  who  lived  before  him  fhould  be 
full  of  Characters  and  Defcriptions  of  him  5 
and  thefe  Characters  and  Defcriptions  may 
teach  us  in  what  manner  we  fhould  receive  and 
honour  him. 

4 thly.  As  the  making  the  Ceremonies  and 
Sacrifices  under  the  Jewish  Law  refemble  the 
Sacrifice  by  Jefus,  was  a  proper  Mode  of  Wor- 
fhip  for  God  to  inftitute,  becaufe  in  thefe  was 
the  Death  of  Jefus  the  great  Sacrifice  con- 
ftantly  fhewed  forth  5  fo  was  it  reafonable  God 
fhould  make  the  firft  Difpenfation  a  Pattern 
of  the  Second,  that  the  Jews  might  be  in¬ 
clined  to  part  with  the  firft,  give  the  Sha¬ 
llow  far  the  Subftance,  when  the  perfect  Dif¬ 
penfation  fhould  arrive. 

This  is  one  View  of  the  Author  to  the 
Hebrews  in  his  fhewing  a  Refemblance  betwixt 
the  Law  and  the  Gofpcl,  and  thofe  ftrangely 
miftake  Things,  who  fay  that  this  Author  is 
proving  Chriftianity  by  Typical  Arguments. 
He  is  fo  far  from  attempting  to  prove  Chri- 
fiianity,  that  he  declares  he  will  not  do  it, 
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that  leaving  the  a  Principles  of  the  Doctrine  of 
Chrijl ,  he  will  go  on  to  Perfection.  And  he  gives 
a  Reafon  why  he  will  not  do  it,  namely,  be- 
caufe  he  lookt  on  it  as  an  impollible  Work 
to  renew  again  by  b  Repentance ,  thofe  who  had 
once  been  enlighten  d  and  were  fallen  off  5  he 
could  not  hope  to  offer  new  Arguments 
which  might  convince  fuch  Apoflates.  Writ¬ 
ing  then  as  to  Believers  he  goes  on  to  fet  be¬ 
fore  them  the  Difference  betwixt  the  Law  and 
the  Gofpel ;  the  Imperfection  of  the  one *  and  the 
Perfection  of  the  other:  He  fhews  them  how 
unable  the  Law  was  to  do  what  they  wanted 
of  it,  take  c  away  Sins ,  but  that  in  theDifpen- 
fation  by  Jefus,  their  d  Sins  and  Iniquities  would 
be  remembred  no  more .  That  the  e  Law  could 
make  nothing  perfect ,  but  the  bringing  in  of  a 
better  Hope  did 5  that  under  the  firft  Difpen- 
f  ation,  the  High-Prief ,  f  who  ojfered  for  the  Sins 
of  others,  himjelf  wanted  a  Sacrifice  5  that  under 
the  Second,  we  had  a  s  High-Priefi  who  was 
holyy  harmlefs ,  undefiled ,  Jeparate  from  Sinners* 
who  after  he  had  once  ojfered  one  Sacrifice  for 
Sins ,  for  ever  fat  down  on  the  right  Hand  of  God*y 
that  the  Difpenfation  by  Moj'es  was  only  a 
Pattern ,  Example ,  Shadow ,  Figure  of  the  Difpen¬ 
fation  by  Jefus.  Prom  the  Imperfection  then 

a  Heb.  6.  i,  6cc,  b  Heb.  6 .  4,  5%  6,  2cc,  c  Hcb.  10.  4, 
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of  this  Difpenfation ,  this  firjl  Covenant  as  he 
calls  it  j  from  it's  being  unable  to  take  away 
Sins  5  it's  being  only  a  Shadow ,  Pattern ,  Figure 
of  the  Second,  as  well  as  from  Gods  Pro- 
mi  fe  to  the  Jews  to  give  them  a  new  a  Cove¬ 
nant,  this  Author  proves  that  God  never  in¬ 
tended  that  it  fhould  remain  always,  but  that 
as  it  grew  old ,  it  fhould  vanifh  away ,  that  there 
fhould  be  a  b  difannulling  of  the  Commandment 
going  before ,  for  the  weaknefs  and  unprofitablenefs 
thereof ;  and  that  the  Pneft-hood  being c  changed , 
there  was  of  necejjity  a  Change  alfo  of  the 
Law . 

5 thly.  If  fomc  Events  under  the  firft  Difpen- 
fation  were  made  to  refembie  others  under 
the  Second,  it  was  of  great  Ufe  to  the  Jews 
to  reconcile  them  to  Difficulties  under  this 
laft,  and  was  a  training  of  them  up  to  be¬ 
lieve  the  Myfteries  of  the  Gofpel. 

Thus,  if  they  fhould  make  a  Difficulty  of 
believing  that  Jefus  bore  their  Sins  on  the 
Crofs,  this  Difficulty  would  rationally  be  re¬ 
moved  when  they  remembred  that  the  Scape- 
Goat  bore  their  Sins  into  the  Wildernefs.  If 
they  fhould  objed  to  the  Poffibility  of  Jefuss 
Rofurrection  after  lying  in  the  Grave  three 
days,  they  might  remember  that  Jonas  was 
delivered  from  the  Belly  of  the  Whale  after 

a  Heb.  8.  6.  y,  &x.  to  the  end  of  the  Chapter. 
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lying  there  an  equal  Time.  If  they  doubted 
of  Salvation  by  looking  to  a  crucify'd  Savi¬ 
our,  Mofes  would  put  them  in  mind  that  the 
Ifraelites  were  healed  of  bodily  Difeafes  by 
looking  on  the  Serpent.  Thus  could  not  the 
Jews  rationally  objed  to  the  fecond  Difpen- 
fation  on  Account  of  any  Difficulties  it  con¬ 
tained,  when  they  were  ufed  to  believe  equal 
Difficulties  in  the  Firft. 

To  conclude,  If  God  was  pleafed  to  give 
Signs  of  Deliverances  and  Bleffings  under  the 
firft  Difpenfation  which  refembled  others  un¬ 
der  the  Second,  which  pointed  to  the  great 
Deliverer  Jefus ;  He  by  this  lets  us  fee  the  In- 
fignificancy  of  Temporal  Felicity  confider’d 
abftradedly  and  by  it  felf,  and  that  there  is 
but  one  Deliverance  of  Importance  to  Man¬ 
kind,  the  Deliverance  by  Jefus  the  Re¬ 
deemer. 


THE  END. 
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